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ABSTRACT 
 
Lindsie D. Trego: Mapping the Landscape of College Press Censorship:  
A Quantitative Analysis of Administrative Pressures on College Newspapers 
(Under the direction of Victoria Ekstrand and R. Michael Hoefges) 
 
This thesis examines the issue of administrative censorship of college newspapers 
from an interdisciplinary, socio-legal perspective.  Using quantitative survey research 
methods, this thesis first maps the current scope and characteristics of newspaper censorship 
and compliance therewith at public colleges in the United States.  It concludes that while a 
majority of college newspapers experience at least one instance of administrative censorship 
each year, few newspapers experience administrative censorship as a chronic, ongoing 
problem.  This thesis also indicates that no single personal, organizational, or institutional 
characteristic appears to have major and wide-spread effect on prevalence of censorship or 
compliance therewith.  After using survey research to provide a current landscape of college 
press censorship, this thesis concludes by using the survey data to explore how advocacy 
efforts within the law and policy fields might best react to censorship currently faced by the 
college press.   
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 
Introduction 
 “The Plot Against Student Newspapers,” “Campus Press v. Colleges,” “Warning to 
Student Journalists,” “College Newspapers Fight for Rights”— recent headlines warn of a 
growing trend of administrative censorship of college newsrooms.  The Atlantic,1 USA 
Today,2 The New York Times,3 The Washington Post4 and other major publications have 
reported about campus press censorship in recent years.  The Atlantic’s David R. Wheeler 
described in 2015 “a string of student-newspaper controversies that have erupted in the past 
year[.]”5  The article recounted many instances of student newspapers experiencing content-
related pressures.  For example, Fairmont State University fired its newspaper’s faculty 
adviser after the publication reported on toxic mold in student dorms, and the University of 
Memphis’s student newspaper faced funding cuts after it criticized in print the university’s 
                                                
1 David R. Wheeler, The Plot Against Student Newspapers?, THE ATLANTIC (Sept. 30, 2015), 
https://www.theatlantic.com/education/archive/2015/09/the-plot-against-student-newspapers/408106/. 
2 Frank LoMonte, Viewpoint: Student Newspapers are Struggling with their First Amendment Rights, USA 
TODAY COLLEGE (Feb. 1, 2017), http://college.usatoday.com/2017/02/01/college-newspapers-free-speech/; Lisa 
Maria Garza, College Newspapers Fight for Rights, USA Today College (Aug. 21, 2012). 
3 Stephanie Saul, Campus Press v. Colleges, THE NEW YORK TIMES (Dec. 2, 2016), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/02/us/kentucky-student-journalism-free-speech.html. 
4 Eugene Volokh, Warning to Student Journalists, THE WASHINGTON POST (Apr. 7, 2016), 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2016/04/07/warning-to-student-journalists-
asking-hostile-questions-and-videotaping-may-be-treated-as-threatening-or-endangering-health-or-
safety/?utm_term=.3639aab2cd0d; Catherine Rampell, Free Speech is Flunking Out on College Campuses, The 
Washington Post (Oct. 22, 2015), https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/free-speech-is-flunking-out-on-
college-campuses/2015/10/22/124e7cd2-78f5-11e5-b9c1-f03c48c96ac2_story.html?utm_term=.ee5c166ff0cc. 
5 See Wheeler, supra note 1. 
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lack of response to an alleged rape on campus.6  Frank LoMonte, former executive director of 
the Student Press Law Center, said in The Atlantic piece that he believes censorship of 
college newspapers is a growing trend:  “What we’re seeing is the convergence of two 
worrisome trend lines: Colleges are more obsessed with ‘protecting the brand’ than they’ve 
ever been before, and journalism as an industry is weaker and less able to defend itself than 
ever before.”7 
The stories of content pressures on college newspapers found in the media may barely 
scratch the surface of censorship experienced in college newsrooms.  The Student Press Law 
Center, a non-profit organization that provides free legal resources to student journalists, 
reports responding to thousands of calls to its free legal hotline each year.8  A 2016 report by 
a coalition of academic freedom organizations argues that, “It has become disturbingly 
routine for student journalists and their advisers to experience overt hostility that threatens 
their ability to inform the campus community and, in some instances, imperils their careers or 
the survival of their publications.”9  The report also describes an informal 2016 survey of 
media advisers affiliated with the College Media Association, an organization that provides 
“education, research and resources” to collegiate journalists and their advisers,10 in which 
                                                
6 Id. 
7 Id. 
8 Margaret Sullivan, When student journalists need defending, these lawyers swoop in. For free., THE 
WASHINGTON POST (June 18, 2017), https://www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/style/when-student-journalists-
need-defending-these-lawyers-swoop-in-for-free/2017/06/18/e160d1d6-5144-11e7-91eb-
9611861a988f_story.html?utm_term=.2b0153037922. 
9 American Association of University Professors et al., Threats to the Independence of Student Media (Dec. 
2016), https://www.aaup.org/file/StudentMediaReport_0.pdf. 
10 The College Media Association provides “education, research and resources” to collegiate journalists and 
their advisers, and maintains a membership of affiliated publications and media advisers.  About Us, COLLEGE 
MEDIA ASSOCIATION, http://www.collegemedia.org/site/about.html (last visited Oct. 22, 2017). 
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“over a three-year period more than twenty media advisers who had not previously shared 
their stories reported suffering some degree of administrative pressure to control, edit, or 
censor student journalistic content.”11 
Publications at other institutions have recently experienced similar pressures: Thieves 
stole newspapers from racks at University of Alabama;12 Louisiana State University Law 
Center commissioned a task force to ensure ample diversity coverage in student publications 
by practicing prior review and prior restraint;13 the newspaper at Muscatine Community 
College had its adviser removed after it published stories criticizing the selection process for 
student of the month;14 the University of Kentucky and Western Kentucky University sued 
their respective student newspapers to prevent disclosure of records related to employee 
sexual misconduct;15 the student newspaper at Northern Michigan University saw its adviser 
administratively removed because the adviser was too assertive in teaching students to make 
freedom-of-information requests;16 the University of California San Diego cut funding to five 
                                                
11 Id. 
12 Madeline Will, Hundreds of Crimson White papers stolen; editor suspects fraternity pledges, STUDENT PRESS 
LAW CENTER (Oct. 9, 2015), http://www.splc.org/article/2015/10/hundreds-of-crimson-white-papers-stolen-
editor-suspects-fraternity-pledges. 
13 Tara Jeffries, A lack of diversity in student media sparks frustration, debates across the country, STUDENT 
PRESS LAW CENTER (Nov. 11, 2015), http://www.splc.org/article/2015/11/lack-of-diversity-in-student-media-
sparks-debates. 
14 Mark Keierleber, Student journalists at Iowa community college allege harassment, intimidation in First 
Amendment lawsuit against administrators, STUDENT PRESS LAW CENTER (May 6, 2016), 
http://www.splc.org/article/2015/05/student-journalists-at-iowa-community-college-allege-harassment-
intimidation-in-first-amendment-lawsuit-against-administrators. 
15 Stephanie Saul, Campus Press v. Colleges, THE NEW YORK TIMES (Dec. 2, 2016), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/02/us/kentucky-student-journalism-free-speech.html; Linda Blackford, WKU 
sues student newspapers over sexual misconduct records, LEXINGTON HERALD LEADER (Feb. 28, 2017), 
http://www.kentucky.com/news/local/counties/fayette-county/article135400309.html. 
16 David Jesse, Northern’s Student Newspaper Adviser Ousted, DETROIT FREE PRESS (Apr. 7, 2015, 8:49 PM), 
http://www.freep.com/story/news/local/michigan/2015/04/07/northern-paper-reed/25438113. 
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student publications after one newspaper published a parody story calling for “unsafe spaces” 
on campus;17 and Armstrong State University’s student newspaper lost funding after 
publishing investigative reports criticizing administrators for reacting slowly after it was 
revealed that an administrator had misused a university credit card.18 
Each of these cases reveals an instance of external actors attempting to influence the 
content of college newspapers, demonstrating that these sorts of pressures do occur.  
Additionally, the headlines suggest that these pressures are on the rise.  Many of these 
headlines highlight instances of administrators attempting to influence newspaper content.  
However, whether these headlines represent a shared experience in college newsrooms or if 
they report anomalous situations remains unclear.  This thesis explores external pressures on 
college media, and, specifically, administrative censorship practices.  The purpose of this 
thesis is to identify the prevalence and types of administrative censorship practices used 
against the college press and to recommend how advocacy efforts might address these 
practices.  
This thesis uses an interdisciplinary, socio-legal approach to explore these questions.  
Drawing upon a foundation of case law and historic advocacy efforts established in Chapter 
One, Chapter Two outlines research questions and method to guide the use of survey 
research.  Chapter Three then uses two surveys to identify the prevalence of various 
administrative censorship practices from both editors’ and administrators’ perspectives.  
Chapter Three also uses that survey data to examine how individual, institutional, and 
                                                
17 Gary Warth, ACLU sues UCSD over Koala funding, SAN DIEGO TRIBUNE (June 1, 2016), 
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/education/sdut-aclu-sues-ucsd-koala-2016jun01-story.html. 
18 Robin Wright Gunn, Free Speech Fight, CONNECT SAVANNAH (Sept. 9, 2008), 
https://www.connectsavannah.com/savannah/free-speech-fight/Content?oid=2159948. 
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organizational characteristics affect the prevalence of administrative censorship practices.  
Chapter Four then engages with these findings to provide a clearer map of the scope and 
types of administrative censorship practices used against college newspapers, as well as 
whether such practices are currently addressed by case law, statutes and/or advocacy efforts.  
Chapter Four concludes this thesis by analyzing law and policy in light of the survey results 
by comparing the results with current law and current advocacy efforts, and by discussing 
avenues advocates might take in the future to address problems identified by the survey 
research.  
Because this thesis utilizes an interdisciplinary approach, adopting survey research 
methods to explore a legal issue, the next section provides a background discussion of socio-
legal research.  This chapter then engages in a foundational discussion of current 
constitutional student press law, followed by a discussion of state statutes passed largely in 
response to the current state of student press jurisprudence.  Finally, this chapter turns to a 
discussion of the relevant literature, including legal and social science scholarship. 
 
Interdisciplinary Research and the Intersection between Law and Social Science  
 Interdisciplinary research is a growing trend within legal literature.19  Most First 
Amendment research remains within the traditional normative perspective.20  However, 
                                                
19 See Richard A. Posner, Legal Scholarship Today, 115 Harvard L. Rev. 1314 (2001).  For examples of socio-
legal research, see, e.g., Jane Bambauer, Are Privacy Policies Informational or Ideological?, 66 DEPAUL L. 
REV. 503 (2017); Bryce Clayton Newell, Collatoral Visibility: A Socio-Legal Study of Police Body Camera 
Adoption, Privacy, and Public Disclosure in Washington State, 92 IND. L. REV. 1329 (2017). 
20 Douglas W. Vick, Interdisciplinarity and the Discipline of Law, 31 J. OF L. AND SOCIETY 163, 178 (2004) 
(discussing the tradition in legal research, in which “‘black-letter’ research aims to understand the law from no 
more than a thorough examination of a finite and relatively fixed universe of authoritative texts consisting of 
cases, statutes, and other primary sources, the relative importance of which depends on the legal tradition and 
system within which the legal researcher operates”). 
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interdisciplinary scholars have been increasingly active in using social science as way to 
explain the effects of First Amendment law and related policy, to critique the law, and to 
explore possible future avenues for law and policy to address on-the-ground concerns.21  This 
thesis will do the latter.  As scholars Jeremy Cohen and Timothy Gleason put it, “[s]ocial 
research in communication and law implies inquiry that goes beyond traditional 
jurisprudential case analysis by recognizing the structure of jurisprudence and examining that 
structure with tools and theory normally associated with communication science, 
historiography, and critical studies[.]”22 
 This type of research, especially that which explores how law and policy can react to 
practical problems, is also important to litigation, legislation and creation of policy.  Courts 
look to social science to help them take into account social realities while shaping law 
through jurisprudence.23  Similarly, lawmaking bodies often consult social science and 
researchers when crafting policy.24  Hence, social science research is needed in a wide variety 
of legal contexts—including content pressures in college media, which will be explored in 
                                                
21 See, e.g., MATTHEW D. BUNKER, CRITIQUING FREE SPEECH: FIRST AMENDMENT THEORY AND THE 
CHALLENGE OF INTERDISCIPLINARITY 185 (2001) (discussing the use of various legal research paradigms, 
including interdisciplinary paradigms); Matthew D. Bunker and David K. Perry, Standing at the Crossroads: 
Social Science, Human Agency and Free Speech Law, 9 Comm L. & Pol’y 1 (2004) (noting “[t]he outpouring 
of interdisciplinary legal scholarship in recent decades” has been used to critique the idea that the law is an 
autonomous entity); JEREMY COHEN AND TIMOTHY GLEASON, SOCIAL RESEARCH IN COMMUNICATION AND 
LAW 15 (Timothy Gleason ed., 1st ed. 1990) (discussing the use of social scientific methods to explain how law 
affects society and how society affects law in the communication context).  
22 Cohen & Gleason, supra note 21.  
23 See id. at 17-18 (discussing Supreme Court cases in which the Court took social science into account, such as 
Brown v. Board of Education and Chandler v. Florida. Also citing “a 1978 study of Supreme Court decisions 
report[ing] that in roughly one third of 601 cases examined, ‘the justices resorted to identifiable social science 
materials[.]’”). 
24 See generally John A. Hird, The Study and Use of Policy Research in State Legislatures, 32 INTERNATIONAL 
REGIONAL SCI. REV. 523 (2009); Douglas E. Mitchell, Social Science Utilization in State Legislatures, 9 Rev. of 
Research in Educ. 257 (1981). 
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this thesis—to help jurists and lawmakers in crafting effective laws and policies, and to assist 
advocates in lobbying for such laws and policies.   
 This thesis uses interdisciplinary research methods to explore how advocacy efforts 
within the law and policy fields might best react to censorship currently faced by the 
collegiate press.  To this end, this thesis uses quantitative survey research methods to map the 
current scope and characteristics of newspaper censorship at public colleges by exploring 
how college newspaper editors and college administrators experience administrative 
censorship, as well as how various characteristics—such as size and region of college, 
funding of publications, editor knowledge of student press law, and gender and ethnicity of 
editors—may affect those experiences.  Additionally, this socio-legal approach will inform 
the discussion about college press censorship by comparing what’s actually happening with 
how the law is reacting, if at all, to such practices.  This thesis will conclude with 
recommendations and findings that will inform student press advocacy efforts, including 
litigation, legislative lobbying, and policy-making endeavors. 
 
The Present State of Student Press Jurisprudence 
 In order to lay the legal foundation for this thesis, a brief overview of major cases in 
student press law will follow.  This background will examine how the federal courts, 
especially the U.S. Supreme Court, have considered issues related to First Amendment rights 
and the student press on public school campuses, including public colleges and universities.25 
                                                
25 In First Amendment law, officials at public college and university campuses are considered state actors.  See, 
e.g., Healy v. James, 408 U.S. 169, 189 (1972).  Thus, the First Amendment applies to actions of these campus 
officials via incorporation through the Fourteenth Amendment.  However, because officials at private colleges 
and universities are not state actors, the First Amendment does not constrain the actions of these individuals.  
Primarily because of this legal difference, but also because of other cultural and philosophical differences 
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Major Federal Cases: From Tinker to Hazelwood 
 While there is no question that students, including student journalists, at public 
institutions enjoy some First Amendment rights on campus,26 this protection has undergone a 
complicated history since it was first solidified in the 1960s.  The question of whether 
students in public junior high and high schools enjoy First Amendment rights was settled in 
1969 in Tinker v. Des Moines,27 in which the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed that “[i]t can 
hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of 
speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate.”28  In Tinker, a junior high school student and 
two high school students had planned to protest the Vietnam War by wearing black armbands 
to school. 29  The school learned of the planned protests, and issued a declaration that students 
would no longer be permitted to wear armbands to school.30  The students brandished their 
armbands in spite of the new school policy, and the school suspended the students.31 
 In its decision in Tinker, the U.S. Supreme Court held that administrators at public 
schools are state actors, and are thus barred from censoring student expression by the First 
                                                
between public and private institutions, this thesis focuses solely upon censorship at public colleges and 
universities. 
26 That is, by incorporation through the Fourteenth Amendment. 
27 393 U.S. 503 (1969).  Tinker relied in part on West Virginia St. Bd. of Educ. v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943), 
a U.S. Supreme Court case that considered whether schools could require students to salute the American flag. 
In Barnette, the Court held that the First Amendment right to freedom of expression may only be restricted “to 
prevent grave and immediate danger to interests which the state may lawfully protect.”  Id. at 639.  Thus, the 
school could not require students salute the flag.  Id. 
28 Id. at 505. 
29 Id. at 504. 
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
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Amendment (by incorporation through the Fourteenth Amendment).32  The Court left one 
exception to this general rule: Public school officials may censor student expression that is 
likely to pose a substantial disruption to the classroom environment.33  Because the students 
in Tinker had caused no such disruption, the Court held that punishment of their protected 
speech was unconstitutional.34  While Tinker dealt with the First Amendment rights of junior 
high and high school students, courts have widely applied the substantial disruption test in 
postsecondary institutions as well.35 
Courts have held that college journalists specifically enjoy broad First Amendment 
freedoms.  When a graduate student at the University of Missouri was expelled after 
disseminating an independent student newspaper that contained foul language and a cartoon 
depicting a policeman raping the Statue of Liberty and Goddess of Justice, the U.S. Supreme 
Court determined that “the mere dissemination of ideas—no matter how offensive to good 
taste—on a state university campus may not be shut off in the name alone of ‘conventions of 
decency.’”36  In that case, Papish v. Board of Curators of the University of Missouri, the U.S. 
Supreme Court held in 1973 that expelling the student in response to the content of her 
newspaper violated her First Amendment rights.37   
                                                
32 Id. at 514. 
33 Id. 
34 Id. 
35 See, e.g., Healy v. James, 408 U.S. 169, 189 (1972); Tatro v. Univ. of Minn., 816 N.W.2d 509, 520-21. 
36 Papish v. Board of Curators of Univ. of Missouri, 410 U.S. 667, 670 (1973). 
37 Id. at 670-71. 
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In a 1967 college journalism case cited by the Supreme Court in its reasoning in 
Tinker,38 the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Alabama had similarly concluded 
in Dickey v. Alabama State Board of Education that administrative discipline of college 
media editors in response to protected press activity violates the First Amendment.39  The 
Dickey court maintained that “[a] state cannot force a college student to forfeit his 
constitutionally protected right of freedom of expression as a condition to his attending a 
state-supported institution.”40 
In 1967, the U.S. Supreme Court similarly recognized the importance of free 
expression in the college setting in the majority opinion in Keyishian v. Board of Regents of 
the University of the State of New York, a case considering the First Amendment rights of 
professors who espouse unpopular opinions.41  The Keyishian Court stated that “[t]he 
classroom is peculiarly the ‘marketplace of ideas.’  The Nation's future depends upon leaders 
                                                
38 See Tinker, 393 U.S. at 513-14. 
39 273 F.Supp. 613, 618 (M.D. Ala. 1967), vacated as moot in Troy State University v. Dickey, 402 F.2d 515 
(5th Cir. 1968).  Dickey arose when Troy State College student Gary Dickey faced suspension after publishing 
an article critical of college administrators in the college newspaper, which he edited. Id. at 616.  Dickey 
published this piece in defiance of his faculty adviser’s instruction.  Id.  In holding that by suspending Dickey, 
the college had unreasonably violated his First Amendment rights, the Dickey court held that “[t]his Court 
recognizes that the establishment of an educational program requires certain rules and regulations necessary for 
maintaining an orderly program and operating the institution in a manner conducive to learning.  However, the 
school and school officials have always been bound by the requirement that the rules and regulations must be 
reasonable.”  Id. at 617-18.  While the Dickey court found that “[r]egulations and rules which are necessary in 
maintaining order and discipline are always considered reasonable[,]” the court determined that the college had 
based Dickey’s suspension on criticism of officials, which was unreasonable. Id. at 618. 
40 Id. 
41 385 U.S. 589 (1967).  Keyishian considered a New York statutory scheme allowing professors to be removed 
from state employment for “treasonable or seditious” language or activity.  Id. at 597.  In finding that the 
statutory scheme was unconstitutionally vague, the Keyishian Court relied on Sweezy v. State of N.H. by 
Wyman, 354 U.S. 234 (1957).  In Sweezy, the U.S. Supreme Court had held that where a state attorney general 
questioned a college professor about the contents of his lectures about socialism and dialectical materialism, 
convicting the professor of contempt for refusal to answer these questions violated the First Amendment.  Id. at 
243-44, 250.  
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trained through wide exposure to that robust exchange of ideas which discovers truth.”42  The 
Court similarly concluded in Healy v. James43 “that state colleges and universities are not 
enclaves immune from the sweep of the First Amendment.”44  Additionally, at least one 
federal circuit court has noted that student speech jurisprudence such as Tinker is not 
protective enough in the college setting, and that college students’ expression must instead be 
examined with the same level of protection as other adults’ expression.45 
The U.S. Supreme Court narrowed First Amendment protection for K-12 student 
journalists writing for school-sponsored newspapers in Hazelwood School District v. 
Kuhlmeier in 1988.46  Until Hazelwood, courts analyzed administrative censorship of college 
student expression under the Tinker test or analyses more protective of student journalists’ 
rights. In other words, college officials could legally regulate, at a maximum, only that 
                                                
42 Id. at 603. 
43 408 U.S. 169 (1972). In Healy, a group of students at Central Connecticut State College sought to establish a 
chapter of Students for a Democratic Society.  Id. at 172.  Because he disagreed with the philosophy with the 
national Students for a Democratic Society, the president of the college disallowed the group from receiving 
official recognition.  Id.  The Healy Court determined that the school could place time, place, and manner 
restrictions on the students’ expression, but could not deny the group official recognition based solely upon 
philosophical disagreement.  Id. at 192-93. 
44 Id. at 180. 
45 DeJohn v. Temple University, 537 F.3d 301 (3d Cir. 2008). For further discussion of this perspective, see 
Kelly Sarabyn, The Twenty-Sixth Amendment: Resolving the Federal Circuit Split Over College Students’ First 
Amendment Rights, 14 TEX. J. ON C.L. AND C.R. 27. 
46 484 U.S. 260 (1988).  The Hazelwood Court came to this conclusion by importing the forum doctrine—a 
complex First Amendment doctrine that holds certain "spaces," such as sidewalks and parks, to be open to all 
protected expression (i.e., "open forums" or "public forums"); other spaces to be open to only certain kinds of 
expression or only expression from certain people (i.e., "designated forums" or "limited forums"); and a third 
category of spaces, such as courts, to be closed to most expression (i.e., "closed forums")—to the high school 
student press.  Id. at 267.  After Hazelwood, regulation of student publications that are either independent or 
designated “by policy or by practice” to be open forums for student expression continues to be analyzed under 
the Tinker “substantial disruption” test.  However, regulation of student publications that are school-sponsored 
and not designated as student forums is analyzed under the Hazelwood “legitimate pedagogical reason” test.  Id. 
at 272. 
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content which was likely to cause a substantial disruption to the classroom environment.47  
The Hazelwood Court, however, narrowed students’ First Amendment rights. 
In Hazelwood, a public high school’s student newspaper had intended to publish a 
story on how parental divorce affected students and another story on teen pregnancy.48  
School officials, however, felt that these articles were not appropriate for the high school 
audience, and blocked their publication.49  In response, editors from the newspaper sued for 
violation of their First Amendment rights.50  The U.S. Supreme Court determined that when a 
K-12 student speaks in a school-sponsored medium, such as a school-sponsored student 
newspaper, the school may regulate this expression “so long as [administrators’] actions are 
reasonably related to legitimate pedagogical concerns.”51  In Hazelwood, the Supreme Court 
held that the school had not acted unconstitutionally, as it had regulated the school-sponsored 
newspaper that bore the imprimatur of the school for the legitimate pedagogical reason of 
shielding students from content inappropriate for their maturity levels.52 
                                                
47 See, e.g., Schiff v. Williams, 519 F.2d 257, 260-61 (5th Cir. 1975) (finding that when an administrator at 
Florida Atlantic University removed editors from the student newspaper because he purported the newspaper 
was ungrammatical and inaccurate, “the administration was exercising direct control over the student 
newspaper,” and the First Amendment proscribes college administration from exercising such control); Joyner 
v. Whiting, 477 F.2d 456, 462 (4th Cir. 1973) (holding that “[i]t may well be that a college need not establish a 
campus newspaper, or, if a paper has been established, the college may permanently discontinue publication for 
reasons wholly unrelated to the First Amendment. But if a college has a student newspaper, its publication 
cannot be suppressed because college officials dislike its editorial comment”); Stanley v. Magrath, 719 F.2d 
279, 282 (8th Cir. 1983) (stating, “A public university may not constitutionally take adverse action against a 
student newspaper, such as withdrawing or reducing the paper’s funding, because it disapproves of the content 
of the paper”). 
48 Hazelwood, 484 U.S. at 263. 
49 Id. 
50 Id. at 264. 
51 Id. at 273. 
52 Id. 
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After Hazelwood: Federal Courts Consider the First Amendment Rights of College Students 
 The Hazelwood Court heavily considered the inferior maturity levels of K-12 students 
in coming to its decision.53  Additionally, the Hazelwood opinion included a footnote stating 
that the Court did not decide whether the same framework would be appropriate in the 
college level.54  These factors led scholars writing in the wake of Hazelwood to dismiss the 
idea that this decision would be applied in the college environment.55  However, the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit proved scholars wrong when it applied Hazelwood 
in Hosty v. Carter, a 2005 case dealing with a university student newspaper.56  In Hosty, The 
Innovator, the student newspaper at Governors State University, had published articles 
questioning administrative decisions.57  These articles had prompted the college 
administration to offer the newspaper two choices: Either submit to a process of prior review 
or lose student activities fee funding.58  The Seventh Circuit held that a college may regulate 
a non-public forum college student publication under the same guidelines that a K-12 school 
                                                
53 Id. at 273, n. 7. 
54 Id.  
55 See, e.g., J. Marc Abrams & S. Mark Goodman, End of an Era? The Decline of Student Press rights in the 
Wake of Hazelwood School District v. Kuhlmeier, 1988 DUKE L.J. 706, 707 (1988) (stating collegiate media, 
unlike high school press, would “retain the vitality derived from the history of student press litigation in the past 
twenty years”). 
56 Hosty v. Carter, 412 F.3d 731 (7th Cir. 2005) (en banc). 
57 Id. at 732. 
58 Id. at 732-33. 
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may regulate a non-public forum K-12 student publication: the legitimate pedagogical 
purpose test.59  
Among U.S. Courts of Appeals, only the First Circuit has explicitly found that 
Hazelwood does not apply at all in the public college setting, in Student Government 
Association v. Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts.60  This 1989 case 
considered whether the University of Massachusetts had violated students’ First Amendment 
rights when it shuttered the University's Legal Services Office, allegedly because the office 
had enjoyed success in suing the university on behalf of students.61  In rejecting the 
application of forum analysis to this case, the First Circuit included one reference to 
Hazelwood: “Hazelwood . . ., in which the Court held that a high school newspaper whose 
production was part of educational curriculum was not a public forum, is not applicable to 
college newspapers.”62  
On the other hand, other courts of appeals have found that Hazelwood applies to 
college students’ expression.63  Federal courts’ application of Hazelwood to college student 
                                                
59 Id. at 734-36 (finding that the Hazelwood framework applies to college student media, but that whether The 
Innovator was a limited public forum (which the Hosty court held cannot be censored) or a nonpublic forum 
(which the court held can be censored based on Hazelwood’s “legitimate pedagogical purpose” test) remained 
an open question for consideration on remand). 
60 Student Gov’t Ass’n v. Bd. Of Trs. of the Univ. of Mass., 868 F.2d 473, 480 n. 6 (1st Cir. 1989).  Other 
courts have declined to allow administrative regulation of student expression after applying Hazelwood’s 
framework, as will be discussed below, but have not explicitly rejected application of Hazelwood to college 
student expression. 
61 Id. at 475. 
62 Id. at 480 n. 6. Similarly, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit found in McCauley v. University of 
the Virgin Islands, 618 F.3d 232 (3d Cir. 2010), that Hazelwood’s forum analysis “cannot be taken as gospel” in 
the college context because the maturity rationale used by the Hazelwood Court does not apply to the adult 
students found in colleges. Id. at 247. 
63 See, e.g., Cortlett v. Oakland Univ. Bd. of Trustees, 958 F. Supp. 2d 795, 806-07 (E.D. Mich. 2013) (applying 
Hazelwood in a case dealing with a university student who was disciplined after referring to his professor with 
sexual innuendos in a classroom assignment); Brown v. Li, 308 F.3d 939, 949 (9th Cir. 2002) (holding that 
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speech has recently erupted, but in a different context than Hazelwood’s student journalism 
roots.  Specifically, recent years have seen creation and expansion of the professional student 
speech doctrine, which holds that college students in professional programs may be 
disciplined for speech that does not comport with the standards of their chosen profession.64  
Many courts base this emerging doctrine on Hazelwood.65   
For example, in Keefe v. Adams,66 a 2016 case that considered the removal of a 
nursing student after he published unprofessional posts on Facebook, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Eighth Circuit determined that the Hazelwood framework applied to this 
student’s speech.67  The Keefe court allowed college officials to remove Keefe from his 
nursing program because of inappropriate Facebook posts.68  The Eighth Circuit found this 
application of Hazelwood appropriate because “the conferral of a degree places the school's 
imprimatur upon the student as qualified to pursue his chosen profession.”69  Early glimpses 
                                                
Hazelwood applies to “university[] assessment[s] of a student’s academic work”); Axson-Flynn v. Johnson, 356 
F.3d 1277, 1289 (10th Cir. 2004) (holding that “the Hazelwood framework is applicable in a university setting 
for speech that occurs in a classroom as part of a class curriculum”). 
64 See, e.g., Oyama v. Univ. of Hawaii, 813 F.3d 850 (9th Cir. 2015) (determining that universities may legally 
act against students for their speech when such actions are “related directly to defined and established 
professional standards, . . . narrowly tailored to serve the University’s foundational core mission . . . , and 
reflect[ive of] reasonable professional judgment”).  The Oyama court explicitly rejected application of 
Hazelwood in the college setting, id. at 862-63, but also relied on Hazelwood-like reasoning in its conclusion: 
“When the University recommends a student for certification, it communicates to the world that, in its view, 
that student is fit to practice the profession; as a result, the University places its ‘imprimatur’ on each student it 
approves to teach.” Id. at 862.  See also Keefe v. Adams, 840 F.3d 523 (8th Cir. 2016). 
65 Id.  
66 840 F.3d 523 (8th Cir. 2016). 
67 Id. at 531-32. 
68 Id. at 532-33. 
69 Id. at 533 (quoting Doherty v. S. Coll. of Optometry, 862 F.2d 570, 576 (6th Cir. 1988), cert denied, 493 U.S. 
810 (1989)). 
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of the professional student speech doctrine, and the application of Hazelwood to college 
student speech in this context, can be seen in case law dating to 2011-2012.70 
Additionally, regardless of whether Hazelwood applies to college student expression 
in general, it may not apply to all, or even most, college newspapers.  The Hazelwood Court 
outlined three factors to consider when determining whether student expression is school-
sponsored and thereby subject to Hazelwood regulation: (1) whether the expression is 
“school-sponsored;” (2) whether the expression is curricular, and (3) whether the expression 
“bears the imprimatur of the school.”71  Additionally, the Hazelwood Court called for 
consideration of whether the forum in which student expression occurred had been 
designated “by policy or by practice” as a forum for student expression.72  Thus, whether a 
particular college newspaper is subject to Hazelwood regulation is a complicated question, 
even in a jurisdiction that recognizes application of Hazelwood in the college setting.  To 
determine whether a student publication is subject to Hazelwood regulation, one must not 
only consider whether the newspaper is financially tied to its home institution (school 
sponsorship).  One must also consider other questions, such as whether policies or practices 
                                                
70 See Keeton v. Anderson-Wiley, 664 F.3d. 865 (11th Cir. 2011) (using forum analysis to determine that a 
college practicum program bore the imprimatur of the university and was school-sponsored. Therefore, the 
Keeton court held, the university could regulate the speech of a student during the practicum for the legitimate 
pedagogical purpose of ensuring compliance with the American Counseling Association Code of Ethics); Ward 
v. Polite, 667 F.3d. 727 (6th Cir. 2012) (holding that Hazelwood is appropriately applied where a college 
disciplined a counseling student for asking that homosexual practicum patients be assigned to other students 
during a practicum program).  
71 Id. at 270-71. 
72 Id. at 267. 
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addressing editorial independence exist,73 and whether “students, parents, and members of the 
public might reasonably perceive [the expression] to bear the imprimatur of the school[.]”74 
Because of the jurisdictional split and silence on the issue in some jurisdictions 
regarding the application of Hazelwood in the college context, and because of the 
complicated analysis involved in determining whether individual publications are subject to 
Hazelwood regulation, it is difficult to definitively say when public college administrators are 
permitted to censor student media.  However, content-based and viewpoint-based restrictions 
that are not based on legitimate pedagogical concerns are barred under Hazelwood, Tinker, 
and other analyses courts have used to consider the First Amendment rights of student 
journalists.  Additionally, many public college publications are open or designated public 
fora and thus cannot be legally restricted by administrators, except possibly if a substantial 
disruption is expected. 
 
A Response to Hazelwood and its Progeny: Advocacy Efforts & Legislative Responses 
The complicated web of legal precedent created by Hazelwood and its progeny, as 
well as continued administrative attempts to censor student media, led student press 
advocates to engage in a variety of advocacy efforts to curb censorship of collegiate media:  
                                                
73 See Husain v. Springer, 494 F.3d 108, 124 (2d Cir. 2007) (noting that “all the circuits that have considered 
the issue [of application of Hazelwood to college journalism] have determined that, at the very least, when a 
public university creates or subsidizes a student newspaper and imposes no ex ante restrictions on the content 
that the newspaper may contain, neither the school nor its officials may interfere with the viewpoints expressed 
in the publication without running afoul of the First Amendment”). See also Hosty v. Carter 412 F.3d 731 (7th 
Cir. 2005) (en banc) (presenting as the “first question” “was the reporter a speaker in a public forum (no 
censorship allowed?) or did the University either create a non-public forum or publish the paper itself (a closed 
forum where content may be supervised)?”); Kincaid v. Gibson, 236 F.3d 342, 346, 354 (6th Cir. 2001) 
(holding that “with all manner of fora, the government may not suppress expression on the basis that state 
officials oppose a speaker's view”). 
74 Id. at 271. 
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Advocates have used litigation and media pressures to reduce the use of administrative 
censorship, including Hazelwood censorship, against college newspapers.  Additionally, 
advocates utilize education efforts to arm student journalists with information to self-
advocate against administrative and other actors’ content pressures.  For example, the 
Student Press Law Center provides resources to assist college journalists in requesting 
college policies that protect the editorial freedom of student media,75 as well as an open 
record request letter generator,76 and various legal guides.77  The Foundation for Individual 
Rights in Education provides further educational resources78 and free video call sessions to 
provide individualized educational information to student journalists.79 Advocates have also 
lobbied in state legislatures for statutory protection of student media.80   
 
                                                
75 SPLC Model Guidelines for College Student Media, Student Press Law Center, 
http://www.splc.org/article/2015/11/splc-college-student-media-model-guidelines (last visited Oct. 9, 2017). 
76 Public Records Letter Generator, Student Press Law Center, http://www.splc.org/page/lettergenerator (last 
visited Oct. 9, 2017). 
77 College Press Freedom & Censorship, Student Press Law Center, http://www.splc.org/page/college (last 
visited Oct. 9, 2017). 
78 Student Press, Foundation for Individual Rights in Education, https://www.thefire.org/resources/student-
press/ (last visited Oct. 9, 2017). 
79 David Deerson, Student Journalists: It’s Never Been Easier to Learn Your Rights!, Foundation for Individual 
Rights in Education (April 14, 2015), https://www.thefire.org/student-journalists-its-never-been-easier-to-learn-
your-rights/. 
80 See New Voices, Student Press Law Center, https://newvoicesus.com/ (last visited Oct. 20, 2017). 
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Legislative Efforts to Protect Student Journalism 
While California had a statute affirming student journalists’ free press rights before 
the Hazelwood decision,81 since 1988, after Hazelwood, seven other states have passed 
mandatory protections that shield college journalists from administrative censorship.82  These 
eight state statutes—commonly called “New Voices”83 or “Anti-Hazelwood” laws—generally 
make clear that student publications are forums for student expression that should be 
regulated using the Tinker standard, meaning that publications in these states can usually 
only be regulated if there is a reasonable belief that they will cause a material disruption to 
the school environment.84  These statutes also often shield colleges from liability related to 
the content of student publications by clarifying that only student journalists are responsible 
for publication content.  Some of these statutes create a private right of action, allowing 
student journalists to sue their institutions when administrators censor the content of their 
publications.  The effort to expand these statutes nationwide was recently endorsed by the 
                                                
81 See Robert J. Schoop, States Talk Back to the Supreme Court: “Students Should be Heard As Well As Seen”, 
59 WEST’S EDUC. L. REP. 579, 581 n. 11 (1990) (explaining that California’s student freedom of expression bill 
was passed in 1979). 
82 New Voices State Tracker, Student Press Law Center (July 25, 2017), https://newvoicesus.com/569/state-
campaigns/new-voices-state-tracker/. Six additional states have passed protections that only cover high school 
journalists. Id. 
83 This name references the New Voices Movement, a national movement led by the Student Press Law Center 
to encourage state adoption of such statutes. Id. 
84 See Tinker v. Des Moines Indep. Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 514 (1969).  
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American Bar Association,85 and active campaigns to enact similar laws are ongoing in 
fourteen states.86   
 Because recent social science has not explored the scope of college press censorship 
and thus leaves it unclear, as will be discussed in the literature review to follow, legislatures 
and advocates have drafted these laws without the benefit of clarity regarding the problems 
the laws attempt to address.  Creation of these statutes has thus relied on anecdotal evidence 
and the experiences of advocates in addressing censorship of student publications.  After 
using survey research to identify the scope and types of administrative censorship employed 
against college newspapers in Chapter Three, this thesis will analyze whether these statutes 
address the identified problems, and will also examine other avenues advocates might 
consider in combatting college press censorship. 
The states that currently have statutes protecting college student publications from 
administrative regulations are as follows: 
California. California is the only state that offered statutory protection to student 
journalists before Hazelwood was decided in 1988.87  California has a series of state laws that 
protect college journalists from administrative censorship, and it was the first state to enact 
                                                
85 Danielle Dieterich, American Bar Association House of Delegates unanimously passes New Voices 
resolution, STUDENT PRESS LAW CENTER (Aug. 16, 2017), http://www.splc.org/article/2017/08/american-bar-
association-passes-new-voices-resolution. 
86 New Voices State Tracker, supra note 77. 
87 See Robert J. Schoop, States Talk Back to the Supreme Court: “Students Should be Heard As Well As Seen”, 
59 WEST’S EDUC. L. REPORTER 579, 581 n. 11 (1990) (explaining that California’s student freedom of 
expression bill was passed in 1979). 
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such a statute.88  These statutes include a law that applies to community college campuses, 
one that applies to public college campuses, and one that applies to private college campuses. 
The California law that protects the free expression rights of community college 
students was enacted in 1976, and forbids community college rules that “prohibit the right of 
students to exercise free expression including, but not limited to, use of bulletin boards, the 
distribution of printed materials or petitions, and the wearing of buttons, badges, or other 
insignia[.]”89  Like many such statutes, this provision adopts the Tinker substantial disruption 
test and also exempts obscene and libelous speech.90  The California Leonard law, which, in 
separate sections, applies to both private91 and public colleges,92 was enacted in 1992, but was 
derived from a 1976 statute with similar provisions.  The statute provides that students may 
not be punished for First Amendment-protected activity, and specifically mentions prior 
restraint of student press.93 
Vermont. Vermont’s student freedom of expression law, which passed in 2017, 
announces that “the student supervisors of school-sponsored media are responsible for 
determining the content of their respective media.”94  The law adopts the Tinker substantial 
disruption test, while also exempting defamatory content; content that “constitutes an 
unwarranted invasion of privacy;” “obscene, gratuitously profane, threatening, or 
                                                
88 See id. 
89 Cal. Educ. Code § 76120. 
90 Id. 
91 § 94367. 
92 § 66301. 
93 Id. at § 66301(f); § 94367(d). 
94 Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 16, § 180(d)(1). 
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intimidating” content; harassing, bullying, or hazing content; and content that violates federal 
or state law.95  The law also explicitly prohibits prior restraint96 and retaliatory discipline of 
both student publication staff members97 and advisers.98  Additionally, the statute requires 
schools create written policies consistent with the law.99 
Maryland. Maryland’s law, enacted in 2016, is very similar to that of Vermont in that 
it guarantees that student journalists will have the right to determine the content of school-
sponsored publications, subject to Tinker and exceptions for violation of law, libel, and 
unwarranted invasions of privacy.100 Like the Vermont law, Maryland’s statute also 
proscribes discipline of student journalists and advisers and requires institutions adopt 
written policies in accordance with the law.101 
Nevada. Nevada’s statute, enacted in 2017, requires the Board of Regents to adopt a 
policy protecting the First Amendment rights of student publications and prohibiting 
administrative content restrictions—except as allowed under Tinker, retaliatory discipline of 
publication advisers—and retaliatory discipline of student journalists.102  Unlike many other 
                                                
95 Id. at § 180(e). 
96 Id. at § 180(f). 
97 Id. at § 180(g). 
98 Id. at § 180(h). 
99 Id. at § 180 (i). 
100 Md. Code Ann., Educ. § 15-119. 
101 Id. 
102 Nev. Rev. Stat. Ann. § SB 420, § 2. 
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state statutes, Nevada’s law does not exempt content that is libelous, obscene, or invasive of 
privacy.103 
Oregon. Oregon’s statute declares that “[s]tudent journalists are responsible for 
determining the news, opinion, feature and advertising content of school-sponsored 
media.”104  This statute applies only to student media that are prepared “under the direction of 
a student media adviser,”105 so the law may not protect many Oregon college publications that 
do not have an adviser.  Additionally, the law allows educational institutions to regulate four 
categories of expression in student media: (1) defamation; (2) unwanted invasions of privacy; 
(3) content violative of federal or state law; and (4) content that incites and creates a clear 
and present danger of “unlawful acts on or off school premises,” “violation of school 
policies[,]” or a “material and substantial disruption of the orderly operation of the school.”106  
North Dakota. Like many other states, North Dakota’s statute proscribes 
administrative regulation of college media except in cases of libel, unwarranted invasions of 
privacy, violation of federal or state law, or substantial disruptions “of the orderly operation 
of the institution.”107  The law protects both student journalists and publication advisers from 
administrative retaliation.108 
                                                
103 Id. 
104 Or. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 350.260(2). 
105 Id. at § 350.260(1)(b). 
106 Id. at § 350.260(3). 
107 N.D. Cent. Code Ann. § 15-10-55. 
108 Id. 
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Rhode Island. Rhode Island enacted its student journalists’ freedom of expression 
statute in 2017, and became the second state to protect both public and private college 
student journalists.109  The law exempts the following from its protection: (1) defamatory 
content; (2) content that “[c]onstitutes an unwarranted invasion of privacy;” (3) content that 
constitutes a violation of law; and (4) content that “incites students as to create a clear and 
present danger of the commission of an unlawful act, the violation of school district policy, 
or the material and substantial disruption of the orderly operation of the institution.”110  The 
statute specifically defines the Tinker standard by clarifying that “[a]dministrators must base 
a forecast of material and substantial disruption on specific facts, . . . and not on 
undifferentiated fear or apprehension.”111  The statute prevents discipline of both student 
journalists and advisers,112 and creates a private right of action for student journalists to seek 
injunctive or declaratory relief when their institutions violate these provisions.113 
 Summary of Statutes.  Anti-Hazelwood statutes take different approaches to re-
establishing the Tinker substantial disruption test—along with other tests related to categories 
of speech unprotected for all speakers, such as libel—as the applicable standard for 
regulation of student journalism.  While some anti-Hazelwood statutes apply only to K-12 
                                                
109 16 R.I. Gen. Laws Ann. § 16-109-3. 
110 Id at § 16-109-3(b). 
111 Id. at § 16-109-3(b)(4). 
112 Id. at § 16-109-3(d)-(e). 
113 Id. at § 16-109-3(h). 
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students,114 the eight state statutory schemes outlined above make clear that some college 
publications enjoy at least Tinker-level protection from censorship. 
 
Student Press Law: More Questions than Answers 
 Some courts apply Hazelwood to collegiate journalism,115 while others explicitly 
reject its application or moderate its application by finding nearly all college newspapers to 
be fora for student expression and thus excepted from Hazelwood regulation.116  Some courts 
apply Tinker in the college setting,117 while other courts have found that even Tinker is not 
protective enough of adult students’ First Amendment rights.118  Some states have passed 
statutes protecting student journalists, while other jurisdictions have left the free press rights 
of collegiate journalists to the courts.  Additionally, even in jurisdictions that clearly apply 
Hazelwood and have no statutory protection for student journalists, whether Hazelwood 
allows regulation of a particular student publication requires an in-depth, fact-specific 
analysis considering at least three factors.  All of these characteristics of the current state of 
                                                
114 See New Voices State Tracker, Student Press Law Center (July 25, 2017), 
https://newvoicesus.com/569/state-campaigns/new-voices-state-tracker/ (showing six states that have anti-
Hazelwood statutes that do not apply to college students). 
115 See, e.g., Hosty v. Carter, 412 F.3d 731, 734–35 (7th Cir. 2005) (en banc); Cortlett v. Oakland Univ. Bd. of 
Trustees, 958 F. Supp. 2d 795, 806-07 (E.D. Mich. 2013) (applying Hazelwood in a case dealing with a 
university student who was disciplined after referring to his professor with sexual innuendos in a classroom 
assignment); Brown v. Li, 308 F.3d 939, 949 (9th Cir. 2002) (holding that Hazelwood applies to “university[] 
assessment[s] of a student’s academic work”); Axson-Flynn v. Johnson, 356 F.3d 1277, 1289 (105th Cir. 2004) 
(holding that “the Hazelwood framework is applicable in a university setting for speech that occurs in a 
classroom as part of a class curriculum”). 
116 See Student Gov’t Ass’n v. Bd. Of Trs. of the Univ. of Mass., 868 F.2d 473, 480 n. 6 (1st Cir. 1989); 
McCauley v. University of the Virgin Islands, 618 F.3d 232 (3d Cir. 2010).   
117 See, e.g., Healy v. James, 408 U.S. 169, 189 (1972); Tatro v. Univ. of Minn., 816 N.W.2d 509, 520-21. 
118 DeJohn v. Temple University, 537 F.3d 301 (3d Cir. 2008). For further discussion of this perspective, see 
Kelly Sarabyn, The Twenty-Sixth Amendment: Resolving the Federal Circuit Split Over College Students’ First 
Amendment Rights, 14 TEX. J. ON CIVIL LIBERTIES AND CIVIL RIGHTS 27. 
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student press law mean that students, advisers, administrators, advocates, and scholars are 
often left with more questions than answers as to how the First Amendment applies to 
college newspapers and other media.  This lack of clarity has prompted legal scholars to 
consider the many gray areas of student press law, and has prompted social science scholars 
to consider questions of press freedom on campus. 
 
Literature Review 
This literature review will be broken into three subsections: The first subsection will 
consider legal scholarship examining the First Amendment rights of collegiate journalists.  
The second subsection will explore contemporary social science literature that explores 
censorship of collegiate media.  The final subsection will examine older social science 
literature on censorship of college media. 
 
Legal Scholarship: Hazelwood Goes to College 
 Legal scholars have tried to disentangle student press law jurisprudence by exploring 
the gray areas of First Amendment protection of student journalists.  As mentioned earlier, a 
great deal of scholarship on student press rights was published in the wake of Hazelwood, 
with early scholarship often concluding that Hazelwood would not apply to collegiate 
media.119  However, after the Seventh Circuit issued its opinion in Hosty v. Carter, in which 
Hazelwood’s forum analysis was applied to collegiate media for the first time by a federal 
                                                
119 See, e.g., J. Marc Abrams & S. Mark Goodman, End of an Era? The Decline of Student Press rights in the 
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court of appeals,120 scholarly analysis of Hazelwood’s application to collegiate media 
evolved. 
 After Hosty and similar opinions in other circuit courts applied Hazelwood to college 
student speech,121 legal scholars turned to examining not whether courts would apply 
Hazelwood to expression in the college environment, but rather how Hazelwood has been 
applied and whether it should apply in such situations.122  In arguing that despite decisions 
such as Hosty, Hazelwood should not apply to college student expression, scholars have 
focused on the logical inapplicability of the Hazelwood Court’s maturity rationale.123  
Scholars have also considered the Hosty Court’s failure to fully apply Hazelwood’s 
disassociation rationale—in which the court considered that administrators must be free to 
                                                
120 Hosty v. Carter, 412 F.3d 731, 734–35 (7th Cir. 2005) (en banc). 
121 See Axson-Flynn v. Johnson, 356 F.3d 1277, 1284–85 (10th Cir. 2004), Ward v. Polite, 667 F.3d 727 (6th 
Cir. 2012); see also Ala. Student Party v. Student Gov’t Ass’n, 867 F.2d 1344, 1347 (11th Cir. 1989). As 
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speech. Student Gov’t Ass’n v. Bd. Of Trs. of the Univ. of Mass., 868 F.2d 473, 480 n.6 (1st Cir. 1989). 
122 See, e.g. Daniel A. Applegate, Stop the Presses: The Impact of Hosty v. Carter and Pitt News v. Pappert on 
the Editorial Freedom of College Newspapers, 56 CASE W. L. REV. 247 (2005); Edward L. Carter, Kevin R. 
Kemper & Barbara L. Morgenstern, Applying Hazelwood to College Speech: Forum Doctrine and Government 
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and Freedom of Press on the University Campus: An Analysis of Hosty v. Carter, 216 ED. LAW REP. 293 (April 
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apply to college student expression); Derigan A. Silver, Policy, Practice and Intent: Forum Analysis and the 
Uncertain Status of the Student Press at Public Colleges and Universities, 12 COMM. L. & POL'Y 201, 229 
(2007) (exploring the use of forum analysis in college student press cases, and concluding that “content-based 
regulations of non-curricular student publications should be subject to strict scrutiny”); Laura Merritt, How the 
Hosty Court Muddled First Amendment Protections by Misapplying Hazelwood to University Student Speech, 
33 J.C. & U.L. 473 (2007) (doubting Hosty’s application of Hazelwood to any student speech for which school 
money is used); Frank LoMonte, The Key Word is Student: Hazelwood Censorship Crashes the Ivy-Covered 
Gates, 11 FIRST AMEND. L. REV. 305 (2013); Mary-Rose Papandrea, The Free Speech Rights of University 
Students, 101 MINN. L. REV. 1801, 1849 (2017) (arguing that because colleges do not maintain a custodial 
relationship to their students in the same way that K-12 schools do, rationales from K-12 student expression 
cases including Hazelwood should not apply to college students). 
123 See, e.g., Melear, supra note 122. 
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condemn speech that might be reasonably mistaken for institutional speech124 —when 
considering differences between high school and collegiate media.125  
In a 2013 article in the First Amendment Law Review, for example, former Student 
Press Law Center Executive Director Frank LoMonte delineated federal cases in which 
courts had either applied Hazelwood to collegiate student speech and press or refused to do 
so.126  LoMonte argued that because Hazelwood’s immaturity and other rationales are 
inapplicable to the college environment and because unfettered news is necessary for the 
public good on college campuses, Hazelwood should not be applied to college student 
expression, especially to the collegiate press.127  LoMonte argued that courts should be 
invariably protective of collegiate journalists’ individual First Amendment rights and 
unfettered freedom of press in the college newsroom.128 
 Scholars have also argued that the doctrine of institutional academic freedom and the 
general purpose of institutions of higher education are in disaccord with the application of 
Hazelwood to colleges.  In a forthcoming book chapter, for example, legal scholar Robert 
Post argues that the traditional conception of the First Amendment is incompatible with the 
goals of a university.129  Because “all ideas are not equal within classroom discussion,”130 and 
                                                
124 Hazelwood, 484 U.S. at 267–68, 271. 
125 See, e.g., Carter, supra note 122. 
126 LoMonte, supra note 122, at 325–40.  
127 Id. at 341–59. 
128 Id. at 361. 
129 Robert Post, The Classic First Amendment Tradition Under Stress: Freedom of Speech and the University 13 
(Yale Law School, Public Law Research Paper No. 619, 2017), 
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because a university must serve “twin missions of research and education[,]”131 analyses of 
speech on campus must use not traditional First Amendment analyses, but instead should 
look to whether censorship is done to support those dual missions.132  Post also notes that, 
from his perspective, “[u]niversities are not public fora[,]” and therefore forum analysis does 
not apply.133 
 
Contemporary Social Science: College Newspapers and Beliefs About Content Control 
 Legal scholarship raises many questions about the practical landscape of college press 
censorship, and recent social science literature from the last twenty years does little to answer 
these questions. Existing contemporary social science scholarship examining college 
newspaper censorship tends to focus on abstract questions of student press freedom, such as 
whether involved actors consider censorship to be a problem, and who involved actors 
perceive to have control over content of student publications. Additionally, much of the 
social science literature considering freedom of the college press exists in unpublished 
student theses and dissertations.   
Overall, collegiate newspaper editors perceive themselves as having more control 
over the content of their newspapers than institutional faculty or administration, and faculty 
                                                
131 Id. at 22-23. 
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133 Id. at 22.  For further discussion of Post’s view regarding universities’ need to regulate their marketplace, see 
ROBERT POST, DEMOCRACY, EXPERTISE, AND ACADEMIC FREEDOM: A FIRST AMENDMENT JURISPRUDENCE FOR 
THE MODERN STATE (reprint ed. 2013).  See also Lauren E. Tanner, Note, Rights and Regulations: Academic 
Freedom and a University’s Right to Regulate the Student Press, 86 TEX. L. REV. 421, 423 (Dec. 2007) 
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advisers and administrators agree that control is generally in students’ hands.134  For example, 
in a survey of daily student newspaper advisers and business managers, 81.4% reported that 
their institutions did not have influence over the newspaper’s content.135  Similarly, in a 
national survey of CMA (then College Media Advisers) member newspaper advisers, 
including those at both public and private institutions, only 4.3% reported having complied 
with administrative requests not to publish news articles and only 12.2% thought a link 
existed between administrative funding and selection of news content.136  Another survey of 
CMA-affiliated advisers at both public and private colleges found that advisers generally 
reject censorship, with 81% reporting that they believe editorial freedom is more important 
than preserving college/university reputation.137  In-depth interviews of college student 
editors at public colleges in the Midwest revealed similar sentiments, noting that their 
advisers would provide advice but never pressure the student editors to take the advice.138  It 
is important to note that the newspapers represented in these interviews were all completely 
financially independent from the home institutions, while newspapers examined in other 
studies were not all financially independent.  It is unclear whether similar sentiments would 
come from student editors of newspapers that were partially or fully financed by the college. 
                                                
134 See, e.g., Shaniece B. Bickham and Jae-Hwa Shin, Organizational Influences on Student Newspapers, 28 
SOUTHWESTERN MASS COMM. J. 1 (2013); John V. Bodle, The Instructional Independence of Daily Student 
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137 Michael Ryan and David L. Martinson, Attitudes of College Newspaper Advisers Toward Censorship of the 
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 These studies suggest that involved actors perceive student editors to have the bulk of 
editorial control over campus newspapers.  However, one study that questioned whether 
editors, advisers, and administrators at both public and private colleges view censorship as a 
problem at their newspapers found that whereas editors tend to agree that censorship is a 
problem for their publications, advisers (61%) and administrators (81%) overwhelmingly do 
not report that censorship is a problem at their institutions’ student newspapers.139  
Studies of the high school student press have overwhelmingly suggested that high 
school newspapers regularly face administrative censorship and control.140  In a 2001 survey, 
only 27% of high school principals and newspaper advisers at public and private high schools 
reported that their student newspaper is not censored.141  Principals acted as censor in 61% of 
schools surveyed.142  Censorship of the high school press most commonly comes in the form 
of prior review and restraint, with advisers and administrators granting or withholding 
approval of stories before publication.143  However, a slim majority of those surveyed also 
reported that they would allow publication of an article that was embarrassing to 
administrators if the student journalist could prove it was true.144  Additionally, personal 
characteristics have been shown to affect prevalence of censorship of the high school press.  
                                                
139 Bickham & Shin, supra note 134, at 18. 
140 See Lillian Lodge Kopenhaver and J. William Click, High School Newspapers Still Censored Thirty Years 
after Tinker, 78 JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 321 (2001); Mark Paxton and Tom Dickson, State Free 
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A recent study found that 41% female student journalists at public and private high schools 
have been censored by a school employee, while only 28% of male high school journalists 
shared this experience.145 
In high schools, studies examining how Hazelwood affects newspaper content have 
shown that Hazelwood has decreased coverage critical of school administrators.  A 2013 
content analysis comparing editorials from public high school newspapers in Tinker states 
versus Hazelwood states suggested that high school newspapers operating under Tinker’s 
more robust freedoms publish more editorials on controversial topics.146  Similarly, a content 
analysis study published in 2000 that examined content from newspapers before and after the 
Hazelwood decision found that the number of critical editorials decreased after Hazelwood.147 
 Perception of censorship may have real effects on the way student journalists manage 
their publications.  Student editors who feel they lack content control may be more likely to 
self-censor.148  When student editors believe primary content control belongs to their faculty 
adviser or administrators, they also tend to abstain from attempting to publish controversial 
news.149  Similarly, student editors who believe their advisers are uncomfortable with 
                                                
145 Piotr Bobkowski and Genelle Belmas, Gendered Shushing: Girls’ Voices and Civic Engagement in Student 
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controversial topics are more likely to be willing to self-censor.150  Student editors who work 
on a newspaper that has been designated by policy as an “open forum”—the legal gold 
standard in preventing administrative censorship—are less likely than others to report 
censorship or self-censorship.151 
 
Historical Social Science: College Newspapers and Pressures on Content 
 While the question of whether student-editors perceive control or censorship in the 
abstract is in dispute, it is clear from historical social science findings and current news 
accounts that administrative censorship of collegiate press does happen.  Case studies of 
instances of censorship of collegiate media conducted in 1996 revealed that administrators 
seek control of the collegiate press through not only direct methods such as demanding that 
articles be rewritten or subjecting student newspapers to prior review, but also through less 
overt methods such as cutting funding and disciplining media advisers.152 
 Recent literature has focused on abstract perceptions of control and specific case 
studies, and no recent research focuses on reflections of specific censoring practices.  
Historically, research suggested that administrative control was a real phenomenon in 
collegiate media.  The most recent published study focused on the subject used in-depth field 
studies to examine practices at eighteen student newspapers at both public and private 
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institutions.153  These field studies revealed that administrators had censored student 
publications by cutting funding, reorganizing governance, and hiring faculty sympathetic to 
administrators’ view of the student press.154 Similarly, collegiate newspapers were regularly 
subjected to administrative prior review, prior restraint, administrative pressure, and other 
forms of overt and subtle censorship, according to surveys of student editors and faculty 
advisers conducted in the 1950s and 1960s.155  Publication policies of college newspapers in 
1965 revealed that only 49% of public colleges and 8% of private colleges specifically 
prohibited prior restraint.156  A 1969 survey of student newspaper editors at small colleges 
found that censorship by individuals other than student staff members had occurred at 28% of 
small colleges, both public and private.157 
 Student editors and faculty advisers at California state community college newspapers 
widely reported in a 1992 survey that their publications either faced overt administrative 
control via prior review or prior restraint, or subtler administrative pressures on content such 
as being urged to “tone down” a story or having the adviser’s job security threatened.158  
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Newspaper advisers at Southern Baptist colleges and universities, as well as newspaper 
advisers at private and public colleges in the Midwest similarly reported trends of 
administrative oversight in the 1980s and 1990s.159  The subtle pressures reported in these 
studies may partially account for dissonance between perceptions of editorial control and 
perceptions of censorship being a problem, discussed above. 
  
Summary of the Literature 
 Legal scholars have recently focused on the application of Hazelwood to the college 
setting, with many arguing that Hazelwood should not apply at all to collegiate journalists.  
Social science research on the collegiate press from the 1990s and earlier found that specific 
censorship practices, such as prior review and funding cuts, were common.  Similarly, 
contemporary research on press freedom in high schools has found that many high schools 
censor student newspapers.  However, contemporary social science research that considers 
college press freedom has shied away from questions of actual censorship practices in favor 
of homing in on abstract questions of perceptions about editorial control and whether 
censorship is a general problem. 
Given changes in the legal status of student newspapers in the last three decades—
including the Supreme Court’s ruling in Hazelwood, lower courts’ rulings in response to 
Hazelwood, and the passage of statutes protecting student journalists in many states—and 
given changes in higher education generally—such as increasing administrative presence and 
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growing federal regulation—reexamination of the type and scope of content pressures on 
college newspapers, especially pressures from administrators (who are, by law, “state 
actors”), is needed.  Media headlines discussing these issues of college press censorship 
make this need especially pronounced.  Hence, this thesis seeks to demonstrate whether the 
experiences of college newspaper censorship featured in the news media and discussed by 
student press advocates are anomalous or mark a pattern of censorship commonly 
experienced in college newsrooms. 
Chapter Two will discuss methods and research questions, as well as introduce the 
concepts surrounding censorship of collegiate media.  Chapter Three will focus on the 
findings of the survey research.  Chapter Four will then discuss the survey results, creating a 
map of the practical landscape of censorship of college newspapers.  Finally, Chapter Four 
will conclude this thesis by invoking methods of interdisciplinary legal research.  Because 
interdisciplinary legal research is best conceptualized as an interplay between social science 
results and law and policy conclusions,160 Chapter Four analyzes law and policy in light of 
the survey results by comparing the survey results with current law, comparing the results 
with current advocacy efforts, and discussing avenues advocates might take in the future to 
address problems identified by the survey research. 
 
                                                
160 Jeremy Cohen and Timothy Gleason, SOCIAL RESEARCH IN COMMUNICATION AND LAW (Timothy Gleason 
ed., 1st ed. 1990). 
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CHAPTER TWO: RESEARCH QUESTIONS & METHOD 
The purpose of this thesis is to identify the prevalence and types of administrative 
censorship practices used against the college press and to recommend how advocacy efforts 
might address these practices.  To address these goals, this thesis asks the following research 
questions: 
1. How prevalently do college newspaper editors and college administrators at public, 
bachelor’s degree-granting institutions of higher education in the United States 
experience administrative censorship practices? 
2. How prevalently do college newspaper editors and college administrators at public, 
bachelor’s degree-granting institutions of higher education in the United States 
experience compliance with administrative censorship practices? 
3. To what extent do college newspaper editors and college administrators at public, 
bachelor’s degree-granting institutions of higher education in the United States agree 
about the prevalence and nature of administrative censorship practices and 
compliance therewith? 
4. What personal (editor and administrator), organizational, and institutional 
characteristics, if any, affect the prevalence of censorship practices and compliance 
therewith at public, bachelor’s degree-granting institutions of higher education in the 
United States? 
a. What personal characteristics of editors and administrators, if any, affect the 
prevalence of censorship practices and compliance therewith? 
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b. What organizational characteristics of student newspapers, if any, affect the 
prevalence of censorship practices and compliance therewith? 
c. What institutional characteristics of colleges, if any affect the prevalence of 
censorship practices and compliance therewith? 
5. Based on the findings to the above questions, what solutions might address the 
identified landscape of censorship of college newspapers? 
a. Based on the survey findings, are current jurisprudential protections sufficient 
to address censorship practices and characteristics identified in the survey? 
b. Based on the survey findings, are anti-Hazelwood statutes sufficient to address 
censorship practices and characteristics identified in the survey? 
c. What other solutions might address the identified censorship practices and 
characteristics? 
 
Method 
To answer RQs 1-4, this thesis uses a 59-item electronic survey of newspaper editors 
at public, bachelor’s degree-granting institutions in the United States (“editor survey”) and a 
42-item electronic survey of student life administrators at public, bachelor’s degree-granting 
institutions in the United States (“administrator survey”).  The editor survey, which received 
approval from the Institutional Review Board on November 7, 2016 (see Appendix C), 
consisted of questions related to the following concepts: (1) personal characteristics of the 
respondents (e.g., knowledge of student press law, gender, ethnicity); (2) experiences with 
censoring practices; (3) self-censorship; (4) compliance with censoring practices (see 
Appendix A).  The administrator survey, which received approval from the Institutional 
Review Board on November 27, 2017 (see Appendix D), consists of questions related to the 
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following concepts: (1) personal characteristics of the respondents (e.g., knowledge of 
student press law, gender, ethnicity); (2) experiences with censoring practices; (3) 
observations of student newspaper staff self-censorship; and (4) observations of student 
newspaper staff compliance with censoring practices (see Appendix B).  Information related 
to the institutional environment in which respondents’ newspapers exist (e.g., size of college, 
region, existence of journalism or mass communication department) was gathered through 
publicly available information on institutional websites.  
 
Participant Selection & Recruitment – Editor Survey 
 The editor survey was sent to editors from the entire population of 532 newspapers at 
public, bachelor’s degree-granting institutions in the United States.  To avoid the bias that 
may occur from drawing from membership lists of organizations such as the Associated 
Collegiate Press or the College Media Association, the population was determined using a 
database of college newspapers at public, bachelor’s degree-granting U.S. institutions 
previously developed by the researcher.  The database was developed using the National 
Center for Education Statistics database of institutions of higher education, an incomplete 
database of U.S. college newspapers from the Foundation for Individual Rights in Education, 
college websites, college newspaper websites, other Web-based research, and phone calls to 
colleges.  Contact information (addresses and email addresses) for each editor in the sample 
was gathered via publicly available information on college/university websites, newspaper 
websites, and via phone calls to the institutions. 
 The database includes only those newspapers at public colleges because of the legal 
differences between free press notions at public versus private campuses, as discussed in 
Chapter One.  Additionally, the database does not distinguish between newspapers based on 
   
 40 
financial independence, policies of editorial independence, or any other concepts related to 
independence that may affect a Hazelwood forum analysis.  This is partially because, as 
discussed in Chapter One, distinguishing between publications that would be considered 
“school-sponsored” for Hazelwood purposes and those that would not requires an in-depth 
and fact-specific analysis that cannot be carried out based on publicly-available information.  
Additionally, the distinction between school-sponsored and independent publications is not 
always legally meaningful, as not all jurisdictions employ Hazelwood when determining the 
free press rights of college student publications.  Thus, instead of making this distinction in 
determining the population, participants were asked about financial and editorial 
independence, as discussed later in this section. 
Recruitment was based upon Dillman’s method of mixed-medium recruitment:1 
Initial contact with respondents was made via a mailed letter with a $2 incentive enclosed.  
Four days after this initial contact was mailed, potential respondents were emailed more 
information about the study, including consent information and a link to the survey 
instrument.  Two follow-up emails were sent, roughly one week and two weeks after the 
initial email.  A final follow-up letter was sent in the mail to unresponsive population 
members.  This recruitment was done in two phases: 226 editors were initially contacted in 
November of 2016, while the remaining 308 were initially contacted in April of 2017. 
 A 59-item Qualtrics electronic survey instrument was sent to the student editors of the 
532 student newspapers via an emailed link.  Web data collection has the advantage of 
specifically reaching the individual editors in the sample.  While participants’ newspapers 
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likely have mailing addresses and phone numbers, these addresses and phone numbers are 
usually shared among the entire newspaper staffs, and sometimes with other organizations, 
and therefore getting through to the editor him/herself via these contacts could prove 
difficult.  On the other hand, email addresses tend to be specific to the editor of a publication 
(i.e., editor@publicationname.org), and editors are often used to receiving letters to the editor 
and other newspaper-related contacts via these inboxes.  Additionally, although a commonly 
discussed flaw of internet data collection is the assumption that participants will have ready 
access to the internet,2 this is a fair assumption for this particular population.  
 The use of mailed letters for initial contact further mitigates concerns with using an 
internet-based survey instrument.  While student editors may be bombarded with junk emails, 
they likely do not receive as much mail.  Thus, the initial mail contact alerted potential 
respondents to be on the lookout for email contact.  The initial mail contact also allowed for a 
$2 cash incentive to be sent to each potential respondent.  
 
Participant Selection & Recruitment – Administrator Survey 
 The administrator survey was sent to administrators from the home institutions of 
entire population of 532 flagship newspapers at public, bachelor’s degree-granting 
institutions in the United States.  The same database from editor survey participant selection, 
discussed above, was used to develop a list of the most senior student life administrator (such 
as Dean of Student Life or Vice President for Student Life) at each college using Web 
research.  Student life administrators were selected because the researcher’s past qualitative 
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research suggested that these administrators tend to be the most directly involved with 
oversight of student newspapers, and discussions with those in the student press field 
corroborated this finding.  Contact information (addresses and email addresses) for each 
administrator in the sample was gathered via publicly available information on 
college/university websites.  As with the editor survey, no distinction was made between 
administrators at institutions with financially- or editorially-independent newspapers and 
those at institutions with dependent or school-sponsored newspapers. 
Similar to the editor survey, recruitment for the administrator survey was based upon 
Dillman’s method of mixed-medium recruitment:3 Initial contact with respondents was made 
via a mailed letter.  Four days after this initial contact was mailed, potential respondents were 
emailed more information about the study, including consent information and a link to the 
survey instrument.  Two follow-up emails were sent, roughly one week and two weeks after 
the initial email.  
 A 42-item Qualtrics electronic survey instrument was sent to the most senior student 
life administrators at the home institutions of the 532 student newspapers via an emailed link.  
Web data collection has the advantage of ease for both the researcher and the participant.  
Additionally, administrators are likely to regularly check their email addresses.  As with 
editors, access to the internet is a fair assumption for this particular population of college 
administrators.  The use of mailed letters for initial contact further mitigates concerns with 
using an internet-based survey instrument.  Similar to editors, while administrators may be 
                                                
3 Id. 
   
 43 
bombarded with junk emails, they likely do not receive as much mail.  Thus, the initial mail 
contact alerted potential respondents to be on the lookout for email contact.  
 
Survey Instrument & Measures – Editor & Administrator Surveys 
The editor survey consisted of questions related to the following concepts: (1) 
personal characteristics of the respondents (e.g., knowledge of student press law, gender, 
ethnicity); (2) experiences with censoring practices; (3) self-censorship; (4) compliance with 
censoring practices.  The administrator survey consisted of questions related to the following 
concepts: (1) personal characteristics of the respondents (e.g., knowledge of student press 
law, gender, ethnicity); (2) experiences with censoring practices; (3) observations of student 
newspaper staff self-censorship; and (4) observations of student newspaper staff compliance 
with censoring practices.  Measurement and analysis of these concepts help answer RQs 1-4, 
regarding prevalence of censorship practices, prevalence of compliance with censorship 
practices, and characteristics that influence censorship practices and compliance therewith. 
Much of the survey instrument—especially those questions dealing with experiences 
with censorship practices—was adapted from a 1991 survey of college media advisers by 
John V. Bodle.4  The instrument was further developed based upon the results of in-depth 
interviews with college newspaper editors and advisers conducted by the researcher,5 as well 
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as discussions with student press advocates such as Frank LoMonte and Will Creeley about 
types of administrative censorship they regularly see in their practices. 
Experiences with Censorship Practices. “Censorship practices” are defined as those 
practices which have been traditionally considered by legal experts and by student journalism 
advocates to demonstrate attempts by external actors at gaining influence over content.  
These practices overlap with the practices seen in recent news stories centering on censorship 
of the student press, as discussed above.  They also overlap with practices reported by 
college newspaper editors and advisers in qualitative research previously conducted by the 
researcher,6 as well as censorship practices identified in the academic freedom coalition 
report on college media censorship, discussed in Chapter One.7  These practices include prior 
review, prior restraint, organizational funding cuts, individual funding cuts (i.e., scholarship 
cuts), and job dismissal of staff members or adviser.  These practices also include 
communication of disapproval of certain topics or stories, requests not to publish content or 
report on issues, requests to publish specific news items, and prior review by publication 
advisers.  
Editors were asked whether they think their college administration, publication 
adviser, advisory board, or local community disapproves of a list of certain topics.  They 
were also asked to recall their experiences with censorship practices, using questions adapted 
from Bodle’s 1991 study.8  These questions included whether during the last year, because of 
                                                
6 Id. 
7 American Association of University Professors et al., Threats to the Independence of Student Media (Dec. 
2016), https://www.aaup.org/file/StudentMediaReport_0.pdf. 
8 Bodle, supra note 4. 
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a story the publication ran or considered running: (1) a student staff member has faced 
possible job dismissal; (2) (if the publication has an adviser) the publication adviser has faced 
possible job dismissal; (3) the publication faced possible funding cuts; (4) a student staff 
member faced possible scholarship cuts; and (5) a student staff member faced possible 
disciplinary actions.  Each of these questions allowed the respondent to choose that the given 
action has been overtly threatened, strongly pressured, or has not happened at all.  
 In questions also adapted from Bodle’s 1991 survey,9 editors were also asked how 
often during the last year: (1) a member of their staff was specifically asked by a college 
administrator not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on a specific issue; (2) a 
college administrator asked the publication to publish a specific content item; (3) (if the 
publication has an adviser) a member of their staff has been asked by the publication adviser 
not to publish an item; (4) (if the publication has an advisory board) a member of their staff 
has been asked by the advisory board not to publish an item; (5) the adviser has read content 
of the newspaper before publication; (6) a member of their staff has been contacted by an 
administrator to discuss a story before publication (not including responses to interview 
requests); and (7) a member of their staff has been contacted by an administrator to discuss a 
story after publication.  Respondents were asked to respond to these questions on a scale of 
1-5, where 1 is “never” and 5 is “very often.” 
 To get a sense for how pervasive the influence of these practices may be in the day-
to-day goings on of the respondents’ publications, editors were also asked how often they 
discuss external pressures on content during staff meetings, with their adviser (contingent on 
                                                
9 Id. 
   
 46 
their having an adviser), and with their advisory board (contingent on their having an 
advisory board).  Respondents were asked to respond to these questions on a scale of 1-5, 
where 1 is “never” and 5 is “very often.” 
 Administrators were similarly asked whether they wish student media would not 
cover, and whether they disapprove of, a list of certain topics.  They were also asked to recall 
their experiences with administering censorship practices, including whether during the last 
year, because of a story the publication ran or considered running: (1) a student newspaper 
staff member has faced possible job dismissal; (2) (if the publication has an adviser) the 
publication adviser has faced possible job dismissal; (3) the publication faced possible 
funding cuts; (4) a student newspaper staff member faced possible scholarship cuts; and (5) a 
student newspaper staff member faced possible disciplinary actions.  Each of these questions 
allowed the respondent to choose that the given action has been overtly threatened, strongly 
pressured, or has not happened at all.  
 Administrators were also asked how often during the last year, to their knowledge: (1) 
they or another administrator asked a member of the newspaper staff not to publish a story or 
graphic, or not to report on a specific issue; (2) they or another administrator asked the 
publication to publish a specific content item; (3) they or another administrator contacted a 
member of the newspaper staff to discuss a story before publication (not including responses 
to interview requests); and (4) they or another administrator contacted a member of the 
newspaper staff to discuss a story after publication.  Administrators were asked to respond to 
these questions on a scale of 1-5, where 1 is “never” and 5 is “very often.”  
 To get a sense for how pervasive consideration of these practices may be in the day-
to-day goings on of administrators, they were also asked how often they discuss student 
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newspaper content, as well as ways to influence such content, with other administrators or 
administrative staff members.  Respondents were asked to respond to these questions on a 
scale of 1-5, where 1 is “never” and 5 is “very often.” 
Compliance with and Observations of Compliance with Censorship Practices. 
“Compliance with censorship practices” is defined for this research as student newspaper 
compliance with specific censorship practices.  To measure compliance, editors were asked a 
series of questions contingent upon their responses to questions related to censorship 
practices (above). For each censorship practice that an editor chose >1 on the 5-point scale 
(where 1 is “never” and 5 is “very often), the respondent was asked how often he/she 
complied.  Similar to questions measuring experience with censorship practices, questions 
related to compliance were adapted from Bodle’s 1991 survey of college newspaper 
advisers.10 
“Observations of newspaper staff compliance with censorship practices” is defined as 
observations of newspaper student staff member compliance with specific censorship 
practices.  To measure observations of compliance, administrators were asked a series of 
questions contingent upon their responses to questions related to censorship practices 
(above).  For each censorship practice that a respondent chose >1 on the 5-point scale (where 
1 is “never” and 5 is “very often), the administrator was asked how often he/she observed 
student newspaper staff member compliance. 
Personal Characteristics. Personal characteristics include concepts such as ethnicity, 
gender, and knowledge of student press law.  First, the editor and administrator survey 
                                                
10 Id. 
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instruments assessed knowledge of student press law.  Measurement of this concept is based 
upon U.S. census practices for measuring awareness of public health issues.11  To mitigate 
issues of social desirability, respondents are instructed that they are not expected to know the 
answer to all questions in this section.  After these instructions, respondents were asked to 
respond to a series of five questions about student press law.   Each question allowed 
responses of “true,” “not true,” or “not sure.”  
 Questions in this section of the survey instrument are: (1) “The First Amendment of 
the U.S. Constitution protects the expression rights of student publications;” (2) “Student 
publications that are designated by policy or practice as open forums for student expression 
enjoy the most clear legal protection from administrative oversight;” (3) “Students generally 
retain their free expression rights at school;” (4) “School administrators may sometimes 
legally regulate student publication that appear to be published by the school, at least in the 
K-12 setting;” and (5) “Student journalists at public colleges generally cannot legally be 
punished for indecent expression in their publications.”   Respondents’ correct answers to 
these five questions were added together to give each respondent a total “student press law 
knowledge index score,” with the highest possible score being 5. 
 Finally, the survey instruments prompted respondents for the gender identity with 
which they most identify and the ethnicity with which they most identify.  
Organizational Characteristics. Organizational characteristics are characteristics 
specific to publications and include concepts such as financial independence, presence of an 
adviser, presence of an advisory board, and perception of editorial independence.  To identify 
                                                
11 Susan Ciochetto and Barbara A. Haley, How do you measure “awareness”? Experiences with the lead-based 
paint survey, Bureau of the Census (2005). 
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these organizational characteristics, the editor survey asked respondents to identify the 
following: (1) whether their publications have advisers; (2) whether their publications have 
advisory board; (3) whether any staff members are paid; (4) whether their publications 
publish online, in print, or both; (5) (if an adviser was present) the employment status of their 
advisers; (6) whether their publications have formal policies and/or traditional practices 
addressing editorial independence; and (7) publication financial resources. 
Similarly, the administrator survey asked respondents to identify the following, to the 
best of their knowledge: (1) whether the flagship newspaper at their institution has an 
adviser; (2) whether the flagship newspaper at their institution has an advisory board; (3) 
whether any newspaper staff members are paid; (4) whether the flagship newspaper at their 
institution publishes online, in print, or both; (5) (if an adviser is present) the employment 
status of the adviser of the flagship newspaper at their institution; (6) whether the flagship 
newspaper at their institution and/or the institution has a formal policy and/or traditional 
practice addressing editorial independence; and (7) publication financial resources. 
Institutional Characteristics. Institutional characteristics are characteristics of the 
home institution of each newspaper.  These characteristics include: region, state, size of 
school, and campus type (urban, suburban, town, rural).  Information about these 
characteristics was gathered using publicly available information on college websites and 
from the Department of Education. 
 
Data Analysis 
 Descriptive statistics were used to answer RQs 1-2, regarding the prevalence of 
censorship practices and the prevalence of compliance with censorship practices.  A series of 
t-tests based on aggregate, mean scores were used to address RQ 3, which questions the 
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extent of agreement found between editors and administrators regarding prevalence of 
censorship practices and compliance therewith.  T-tests, ANOVAs, and Pearson correlations 
were conducted to explore RQ 4, which looks at what factors affect prevalence of censorship 
practices and compliance therewith. Finally, RQ 5 was addressed using pseudo-traditional 
case and statutory analysis to examine the extent to which case law, current statutes, and 
proposed statutes address the landscape identified in RQs 1-4. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS 
 An online survey questionnaire of editors of newspapers at public, bachelor’s degree-
granting institutions and an online survey questionnaire of student life administrators at the 
same institutions was used to explore the following: (1) the prevalence of censorship practice 
and compliance therewith among student newspapers at public, bachelor’s degree-granting 
institutions of higher education in the United States; (2) the extent of agreement between 
newspaper editors and administrators on the prevalence and nature of administrative 
censorship practices and compliance therewith; and (3) whether personal, organizational, and 
institutional characteristics affect the prevalence of administrative censorship practices and 
compliance therewith.  Findings from the two surveys are outlined in this chapter.  First, 
information about the response rates and demographics of respondents will be summarized.  
Next, this chapter will report results that address the research questions of this thesis. 
 
General Demographics 
The editor survey yielded 198 responses, a response rate of 37.1%.  The sample (n = 
198) closely reflected the overall population in regional diversity, with 22.2% of respondents 
from the Midwest, 21.2% from the Northeast, 18.7% from the West, and 37.9% from the 
South.  (In the total population, 22.486% of newspapers are in the Midwest, 21.024% in the 
Northeast, 17.550% in the West, and 37.477% in the South.)  The sample also reflects 
expected gender diversity, with 32.8% males, 59.1% females, and 2% gender nonconforming 
(6.1% chose not to respond).  Regarding ethnicity, 72.7% reported identifying as 
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white/Caucasian, and 20.7% reported identifying as another ethnicity (6.6% chose not to 
respond). Regarding campus type, 15.2% of represented colleges identify themselves in 
public documents as rural, 10.1% as in a town, 23.7% as suburban, and 32.3% as urban 
(18.7% of colleges do not specifically identify their campus type in public documents). The 
respondents also represented college newspapers at institutions with diverse student 
enrollment, with the smallest represented college having a total enrollment of only 250 
students, and the largest having a total enrollment of 65,000, with a mean total enrollment of 
15,928.207 students, with a lower quartile of 7000 students and an upper quartile of 12,000 
students. This mean is slightly higher than the 13,771.14 students average enrollment of all 
532 institutions in the population. 
The administrator survey yielded 75 valid responses, a response rate of 14.098%. The 
sample (n = 75) reflected the overall population somewhat in regional diversity, with 20% 
from the Northeast, 20% from the West, 18.7% from the Midwest, and 41.3% from the 
South.  Regarding gender, the sample yielded 60% males, 34.7% females, and 4% gender 
nonconforming/gender fluid (1.3% chose not to respond).  Regarding ethnicity, 74.7% 
reported identifying as Caucasian, and 24% reported identifying as another ethnicity (1.3% 
chose not to respond). The sample heavily drew from administrators at urban colleges, with 
38.7% of respondents representing colleges that self-identify as urban. Other campus types 
were less represented, with 12% representing rural campuses, 6.7% representing campuses in 
towns or small cities, and 18.7% representing suburban campuses (24% of represented 
institutions do not identify their campus type in public materials). The administrator-
respondents represented institutions with diverse student enrollment, with the smallest 
represented college having a total enrollment of 1700 students, and the largest having a total 
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enrollment of 64,400, with a mean total enrollment of 15,432.757 students, with a lower 
quartile of 6000 students and an upper quartile of 10,000 students. This mean is slightly 
higher than the 13,771.14 student average enrollment of all 532 institutions in the population. 
Given the small sample size of administrator-respondents, analysis of administrator data 
should be regarded as exploratory. 
 
RQ 1: Prevalence of Censorship Practices 
RQ1 questioned the prevalence of experiences with censorship practices among 
college newspaper editors and administrators.  To examine overall prevalence of 
administrative censorship, an index was created by combining responses to questions 
regarding administrative requests not to publish a story or report on an issue, subtle or overt 
threats of discipline of student staff members, threats of cuts to student staff members’ 
scholarships, threats to publication funding, threats against advisers’ jobs, and threats against 
student staff members’ jobs.   
Of the editor-respondents, 60% reported experiencing at least some instance of one or 
more of the aforementioned administrative censorship practices, with 51.6% reporting being 
asked by an administrator not to publish a specific content item or report on an issue and 
86.2% reporting being asked by administrators to publish a specific content item (see Table 
1).  This is in contrast to Bodle’s 1991 survey of college newspaper advisers, which indicated 
that only 14.2% of college newspapers had experienced one or more administrative request 
not to publish a specific item or report on an issue, and only 28.9% had experienced one or 
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more administrative request to publish a news item.1  However, the high percentage of editor-
respondents reporting at least one instance of administrative censorship in the last year 
reflects previous research by Shaniece B. Bickham and Jae-Hwa Shin, which indicated that 
editors believe censorship to be a problem in the abstract.2 
Additionally, 26.4% of editor-respondents with advisers reported being asked by their 
adviser not to publish a story or report on an issue (M=1.38, SD=.733), and 65.5% reported 
their advisers reading the content of their newspaper prior to publication (M=2.65, 
SD=1.617). 
Taken together, reports of administrative censorship by editor-respondents suggest 
that the censorship that previous studies have identified at the high school level—with 73% 
of high school administrators and newspaper advisers reporting in a 2001 survey that their 
newspaper is censored3—also exists to a slightly lesser degree at the college level.  
While a high percentage of editor-respondents reported experiencing administrative 
censorship, few administrator-respondents reported the same.  Of the administrator-
respondents, 10.7% reported experiencing at least some instance of one or more of the 
aforementioned administrative censorship practices in the last year, with 9.5% reporting 
asking (or knowing of another administrator) asking the student newspaper not to publish a 
specific item (M=1.11, SD=.345) (see Table 2).  Additionally, 49.3% of respondents reported 
                                                
1 John V. Bodle, Measuring the Tie between Funding and News Control at Student Newspapers, 71 
JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 905 (1994). 
2 Shaniece B. Bickham and Jae-Hwa Shin, Organizational Influences on Student Newspapers, 28 
SOUTHWESTERN MASS COMM. J. 1 (2013) 
3 Lillian Lodge Kopenhaver and J. William Click, High School Newspapers Still Censored Thirty Years after 
Tinker, 78 JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 321 (2001) 
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administration asking the student newspaper to publish a specific item at least once in the last 
year (M=1.83, SD=0.964), and 67.1% reported administration asking to discuss a story with 
newspaper staff after publication (M=1.90, SD=0.785).  This logically follows Bickham and 
Shin’s research, which found that while editors believe censorship is a problem, 
administrators do not.4 
 
                                                
4 Bickham & Shin, supra note 2. 
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Table 1:  
Prevalence of editor experiences with censoring practices 
Statement: How often, in the last year …  M SD 
% 
reporting 
some 
occurrence 
(>1 on 
scale) 
Administration has asked a staff member not to 
publish a story or report on an issue  
1.76 .874 51.6% 
Administration has asked the publication to publish a 
specific content item 
3.25 1.379 86.2% 
Publication adviser has asked a staff member not to 
publish a story or report on an issue 
1.38 .733 26.4% 
Advisory board has asked a staff member not to 
publish a story or report on an issue 
1.05 .225 5.3% 
Publication adviser has read the publication content 
before publication 
2.65 1.617 65.3% 
Administration has contacted a staff member to 
discuss a story before publication (not including 
responses to interview requests) 
2.01 .936 66% 
Administration has contacted a staff member to 
discuss a story after publication 
2.54 1.099 81% 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
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Table 2:  
Prevalence of administrator experiences with censoring practices 
Statement: How often, in the last year …  M SD 
% 
reporting 
some 
occurrence 
(>1 on 
scale) 
Administration has asked a newspaper staff member 
not to publish a story or report on an issue  
1.11 .354 9.5% 
Administration has asked the publication to publish a 
specific content item 
1.83 .964 49.3% 
Administration has contacted a staff member to 
discuss a story before publication (not including 
responses to interview requests) 
1.43 .825 26.7% 
Administration has contacted a staff member to 
discuss a story after publication 
1.90 .785 67.1% 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 Editors reported very little instance of overt or strongly pressured (subtle) threats 
against their publications and members of their publication staffs.  The most commonly 
experienced threat was that of funding cuts, which 22.8% of respondents from newspapers 
that are not entirely self-funded reported experiencing either overtly or subtly (See Table 3).  
Only one respondent reported a student staff member facing either overt or subtle threat of 
scholarship cuts related to newspaper content.  Only 5.2% of editor-respondents with 
advisers reported administrative threats or strong pressures to their advisers’ jobs.  This 
indicates the issue of administrative retaliation against advisers may have receded since 
Bodle’s 1991 survey of college newspaper advisers, which indicated 16.8% of advisers at 
four-year universities (including public and private) had experienced overt administrative 
threats or strong pressures on their jobs. 
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Administrator-respondents rarely reported threats (see Table 4).  One respondent 
reported one or more instance of subtle threats to the funding of the campus newspaper 
because of content, and one respondent reported one or more instance of subtle threats to the 
adviser’s position in the last year.  No other threats were reported, and a sizable minority of 
administrator-respondents selected “not sure” for these items. 
 
Table 3:  
Prevalence of Threats and Pressures Because of Newspaper Content Reported by Editors 
Statement Overt threat Subtle No threat N 
A staff member’s job has been threatened. 1.1% 6.3% 92.6% 189 
The adviser’s job has been threatened. 0.6% 4.6% 94.9% 174 
The publication has faced possible funding 
cuts. 8.3% 14.5% 77.2% 145 
A staff member has faced possible 
scholarship cuts. 0% 0.5% 99.5% 187 
A staff member has faced disciplinary 
action. 1.1% 5.3% 93.7% 190 
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Table 4:  
Prevalence of Threats and Pressures Because of Content Reported by Administrators 
Statement Overt threat Subtle No threat Not sure N 
A staff member’s job 
has been threatened. 0% 0% 92.6% 10.7% 195 
The adviser’s job has 
been threatened. 0% 1.4% 88.9% 9.7% 72 
The publication has 
faced possible 
funding cuts. 
0% 1.3% 84% 8% 70 
A staff member has 
faced possible 
scholarship cuts. 
0% 0% 92% 8% 75 
A staff member has 
faced disciplinary 
action. 
0% 0% 93.3% 6.7% 75 
 
 When asked what topics they think their administrations disapprove of them covering, 
39.7% of editor-respondents reported believing their administrations disapproved of their 
publications covering administrative decisions, 36.4% college personnel issues, 33.8% Title 
IX and sexual assault, 31.3% sex, 27.8% drugs, and 23.7% campus crime (descriptive 
statistics on other topics can be seen in Table 5). 
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Table 5:  
Topics editors think administrations disapprove of newspapers covering 
Topic 
% reporting perceived 
disapproval 
 
n = 198 
Administrative Decisions 39.9% (79) 
College Personnel Issues 36.4% (72) 
Title IX and Sexual Assault 33.8% (67) 
Sex 31.3% (62) 
Drugs 27.8% (55) 
Campus Crime 23.7% (47) 
Other 8.3% (7) 
Student Government 7.1% (14) 
Campus Athletics 6.1% (12) 
Greek Life 5.6% (11) 
Campus Events 2.0% (4) 
Community News and Events 1.5% (3) 
 
Administrators gave little indication of disapproval. When asked what topics they 
wish the student newspaper at their institutions would not cover, 17.3% of administrator-
respondents reported wishing the newspaper would not cover college personnel issues (see 
Table 6). Other topics yielded very few or no positive responses. Similarly, when asked what 
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topics they disapprove of student newspapers covering, 8% reported disapproving of 
coverage of personnel issues, and other topics yielded very few or no positive responses. 
 
Table 6:  
Topics administrators disapprove of student newspapers covering 
Topic 
% reporting wish for 
avoidance 
 
n = 75 
% reporting disapproval 
 
n = 75 
College Personnel Issues 17.3% (13) 8.0% (6) 
Other 5.3% (4) 4.0% (3) 
Drugs 2.7% (2) 1.3% (1) 
Administrative Decisions 1.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 
Sex 1.3% (1) 1.3% (1) 
Greek Life 1.3% (1) 0.0% (0) 
Title IX and Sexual Assault 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Campus Crime 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Student Government 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Campus Athletics 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Campus Events 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Community News and Events 0.0% (0) 1.3% (1) 
 
RQ 2: Prevalence of Compliance with Censorship Practices 
RQ2 questioned the prevalence of compliance with censorship practices.  Editors 
reported fairly low levels of compliance with censorship practices.  Of those who reported at 
least some instance of administrative requests not to publish stories or not to report on issues, 
21.9% reported at least some compliance (n=96, M=1.28, SD=.593) (see Table 7).  Of those 
who reported at least some instance of administrative requests to publish specific news items, 
70.8% reported at least some compliance (n=161, M= 2.33, SD=1.187).  Of those who 
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reported at least some instance of adviser requests not to publish a story or report on an issue, 
32.8% reported at least some compliance (n=61, M=1.43, SD=.741).  Of those who reported 
at least some instance of advisory board requests not to publish a story or report on an issue, 
only 14.8% reported at least some compliance (n=115, M=1.29, SD=.803).  In other words, 
while over half of editor-respondents reported administrative requests not to publish a 
content item or report on a topic, only about one out of ten editor-respondents reported 
complying with one or more such request.  Additionally, as with prevalence of censorship 
practices, editor-respondent mean scores on compliance measures were low, with most 
editors reporting a 1 or a 2 on a 5-point scale where 1 was never and 5 was very often.  This 
means that, for example, while roughly one in ten editors complies at least once a year with 
an administrative request not to publish a specific content item or report on an issue, these 
editors likely do not comply with such requests more than once or twice a year. 
 
Table 7:  
Prevalence of compliance with censoring practices from editor perspective 
Statement: How often, in the last year …  M SD 
% reporting 
some 
occurrence 
(>1 on scale) 
Publication has complied with administrative 
request not to publish a story or report on an issue  1.28 .593 21.9% 
Publication has complied with administrative 
request to publish a specific news item 2.33 1.187 70.8% 
Publication has complied with a request from 
publication adviser not to publish a story or report 
on an issue 
1.43 .741 32.8% 
Publication has complied with a request from 
advisory board not to publish a story or report on 
an issue 
1.29 .803 14.8% 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
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For administrator-respondents, of those who reported at least some instance of 
administrative requests for the student newspaper not to publish stories or not to report on 
issues, 37.5% reported at least some compliance (n=8, M=1.75, SD=1.389) (see Table 8).  Of 
those who reported at least some instance of administrative requests to publish a specific 
item, 83.3% reported at least some compliance (n = 36, M=2.72, SD=1.111).  However, this 
data should be interpreted with caution due to the very small number of administrator-
respondents reporting at least some compliance. 
 
Table 8:  
Prevalence of compliance with censoring practices from administrator perspective 
Statement: How often, in the last year …  M SD 
% reporting 
some 
occurrence 
(>1 on scale) 
Publication has complied with administrative 
request not to publish a story or report on an issue  1.75 1.389 37.5% 
Publication has complied with administrative 
request to publish a specific news item 2.72 1.111 83.3% 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 
RQ3: Differences Between Editor and Administrator Perspectives on Prevalence of 
Censorship 
RQ3 questioned whether editors and administrators would differ in perspective 
regarding the prevalence and types of administrative censorship practices.  Two-tailed 
independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether editors (n = 198) differed from 
administrators (n = 75) on perception of various censorship practices.  Significant differences 
between the two groups emerged regarding frequency of administrative requests not to 
publish, t(259.774) = 8.534, p = .000, frequency of administrative requests to publish, 
t(192.885) = 9.492, p = .050, and frequency of administrative contact after publication, 
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t(182.272) = 5.265, p = .000 (see Table 9).  On each of these variables, editors were 
significantly more likely to report experiences with these censorship practices.  However, 
Levene’s test for equality of variances was statistically significant on each of these variables, 
and thus this analysis regarding administrative requests to publish should be interpreted with 
caution. 
 
Table 9:  
Censorship Practices Experienced by Editors and Administrators 
Practice Editors n = 198 
Administrators 
n = 75 t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.76 .874 1.11 .354 8.534 .000** 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific content item 3.25 1.379 1.83 .964 9.492 .000** 
Administrative contact before 
publication 2.01 .936 1.83 .964 1.427 .155 
Administrative contact after 
publication 2.54 1.099 1.90 .785 5.265 .000** 
** p < .01. 1 = never and 5 = very often. 
  
 Because few administrator-respondents responded to questions regarding compliance 
with censorship practices, it is difficult to determine statistically whether editors and 
administrators agree about the prevalence of compliance.  
 The finding in RQ3 that editor-respondents and administrator-respondents 
significantly disagree regarding the prevalence of administrative censorship practices bolsters 
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Bickham and Shin’s finding that while editors believe censorship is a problem, 
administrators disagree.5 
 
RQ4: Effect of Personal, Organizational, and Institutional Characteristics 
Personal Characteristics 
 RQ4a asked whether relationships would emerge between the personal characteristics 
of editors and administrators and prevalence of censorship and/or prevalence of compliance.  
To evaluate the relationship between personal characteristics and prevalence of censorship 
and compliance, editors’ experiences with censorship and compliance were used to evaluate 
differences based upon personal characteristics for editors, and administrators’ experiences 
were used to evaluate differences based upon personal characteristics for administrators.  
 
Gender. For editors, two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate 
whether male editors (n = 65) differed from females (n = 117) on perception of various 
censorship practices.  Differences between the two groups approached significance regarding 
frequency of administrative requests to publish specific content items, t(180) = -1.946, p = 
.053, and thus females may have a slightly higher frequency of experiencing administrative 
requests to publish specific items (see Table 10).  No other significant or near significant 
differences emerged between males and females regarding prevalence of censoring practices.  
Levene’s test for equality of variances was statistically significant regarding advisory board 
requests not to publish and regarding compliance with administrative requests to publish a 
                                                
5 Id. 
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specific item.  In other words, women editors are slightly more likely to experience 
administrators requesting they publish specific content items than men, but gender does not 
appear to affect the prevalence of other censorship practices.  
Some contrast exists between this finding and the finding of Piotr Bobkowski and 
Genelle Belmas that female high school journalists face more administrative censorship than 
male high school journalists.6  However, since Bobkowski and Belmas considered high 
schoolers and this survey considered college students, some of that difference may be 
attributed to the difference in age and maturity of respondents. 
                                                
6 Piotr Bobkowski and Genelle Belmas, Gendered Shushing: Girls’ Voices and Civic Engagement in Student 
Journalism, Address at the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication Conference 
(August 2016). 
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Table 10:  
Censorship practices experienced by male and female student editors 
Practice Male n = 65 
Female 
n = 117 t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.60 .806 1.84 .913 -1.740 .084 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific content item 2.95 1.363 3.37 1.381 -1.946 .053 
Adviser requests not to publish 
a story or report on an issue 1.43 .826 1.38 .696 .408 .648 
Advisory board requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.12 .326 1.02 .144 1.407 .170 
Adviser prior review 2.35 1.516 2.75 1.632 -1.574 .117 
Administrative contact before 
publication 2.00 .891 2.03 .973 -.233 .816 
Administrative contact after 
publication 2.54 1.017 2.56 1.148 -.100 .920 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether male editors 
differed from female editors on perception of compliance with censorship practices, and no 
significant differences emerged (see Table 11).  Levene’s test for equality of variances was 
also statistically significant regarding compliance with administrative requests to publish a 
specific item.  Editor gender does not appear to affect compliance with censorship. 
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Table 11:  
Compliance with censorship practices by male and female student editors 
Compliance with Practice Male n = 65 
Female 
n = 117 t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Compliance with administrative 
requests not to publish a 
story/graphic or not to report on 
an issue 
1.25 .645 1.27 .542 -.120 .905 
Compliance with administrative 
requests to publish a specific news 
item 
2.07 .968 2.41 1.250 -1.831 .069 
Compliance with requests from 
publication adviser not to publish 
a story/graphic or not to report on 
an issue 
1.57 .978 1.35 .580 1.112 .271 
Compliance with advisory board 
requests not to publish a 
story/graphic or not to report on 
an issue 
1.29 .774 1.26 .816 .159 .874 
1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were also used to evaluate whether male 
administrators (n = 45) differed from female administrators (n = 26) on perception of various 
censorship practices, and no significant relationships emerged (see Table 12).  Two-tailed 
independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether male administrators differed from 
female administrators on perception of compliance with censorship practices, and no 
significant differences emerged (see Table 13).  In other words, gender of administrators did 
appear to affect prevalence of censorship practices or compliance therewith reported by 
administrators.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was statistically significant regarding 
compliance with administrative requests not to publish a specific item.  Thus, results on those 
variables should be interpreted with caution.   
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Table 12:  
Censorship practices experienced by male and female administrators 
Practice Male Female t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.11 .387 1.12 .326 -.019 .985 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific content item 1.80 .991 2.00 .938 -.835 .406 
Administrative contact before 
publication 1.33 .798 1.65 .892 -1.562 .123 
Administrative contact after 
publication 1.89 .784 1.96 .790 -.374 .710 
 
Table 13:  
Compliance with censorship practices by male and female administrators 
Compliance with Practice Male Female t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Compliance with administrative 
requests not to publish a 
story/graphic or not to report on 
an issue 
1.40 .548 2.33 2.309 -.688 .558 
Compliance with administrative 
requests to publish a specific news 
item 
2.76 1.136 2.67 1.113 .250 .804 
 
 
Ethnicity. Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether 
white editors (n = 144) differed from non-white editors (n = 41) on perception of censorship 
practices, and no significant differences emerged (see Table 14).  Ethnicity of editors did not 
appear to affect prevalence of censorship practices.  Levene’s test for equality of variances 
was statistically significant regarding administrative requests not to publish, advisory 
requests not to publish, and advisory board requests not to publish Thus, results related to 
these variables should be interpreted with caution. 
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Table 14:  
Censorship practices experienced by white and non-white editors 
Practice White Non-white t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.73 .821 1.80 1.067 -.389 .699 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific content item 3.31 1.350 2.90 1.428 1.665 .098 
Adviser requests not to publish 
a story or report on an issue 1.35 .632 1.51 1.023 -.936 .354 
Advisory board requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.03 .181 1.13 .352 -1.066 .302 
Adviser prior review 2.71 1.630 2.41 1.517 1.015 .312 
Administrative contact before 
publication 2.05 .929 1.88 .980 1.026 .306 
Administrative contact after 
publication 2.57 1.088 2.34 1.087 1.184 .238 
 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether white editors 
differed from non-white editors on compliance with censorship practices.  Differences 
between the two groups was statistically significant regarding compliance with advisory 
board requests not to publish a specific item, t(30.611) = -2.052, p = .049 (see Table 15).  In 
other words, ethnicity of editors did not appear to affect compliance with censorship.  
However, Levene’s test for equality of variances was statistically significant on this variable, 
so results should be interpreted with caution. Additionally, Levene’s test was statistically 
significant regarding compliance with administrative requests not to publish. 
   
 71 
Table 15:  
Compliance with censorship practices by white and non-white student editors 
Compliance with Practice White Non-white t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Compliance with administrative requests 
not to publish a story/graphic or not to 
report on an issue 
1.20 .437 1.47 .905 -1.268 .219 
Compliance with administrative requests 
to publish a specific news item 2.32 1.147 2.30 1.287 .074 .941 
Compliance with requests from 
publication adviser not to publish a 
story/graphic or not to report on an issue 
1.39 .731 1.58 .793 -.818 .417 
Compliance with advisory board 
requests not to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.15 .546 1.64 1.224 -2.052 .049* 
*p < .05. 
 
For administrators, two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate 
whether white administrators (n = 56) differed from non-white administrators (n = 19) on 
perception of censorship practices, and no significant differences emerged (see Table 16).  
This indicates that administrator ethnicity does not affect prevalence of administrative 
censorship practices.  Levene’s test for equality of variances was statistically significant 
regarding requests to discuss a story before publication, and results related to that variable 
should be interpreted with caution.  
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Table 16:  
Censorship practices experienced by white and non-white editors 
Practice White Non-white t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not to 
publish a story or report on an 
issue 
1.13 .388 1.05 .229 .791 .432 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific content item 1.88 .992 1.68 .885 .743 .460 
Administrative contact before 
publication 1.50 .915 1.21 .419 1.862 .067 
Administrative contact after 
publication 1.96 .776 1.74 .806 1.082 .283 
 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to evaluate whether white 
administrators differed from non-white administrators on editor compliance with censorship 
practices.  Because only one non-white administrator reported compliance with 
administrative requests not to publish, a t-test could not be conducted on that variable.  No 
significant differences emerged regarding compliance with administrative requests to publish 
(see Table 17), indicating that administrator ethnicity does not affect prevalence of 
compliance with such requests. 
 
Table 17:  
Compliance with censorship practices by white and non-white student editors 
Compliance with Practice White Non-white t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Compliance with administrative 
requests to publish a specific 
news item 
2.79 1.134 2.50 1.069 .636 .529 
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Knowledge of Student Press Law.  Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients 
were computed to assess the relationships between editor legal knowledge and prevalence of 
experiences with censoring practices.  No significant correlations were found (see Table 18).  
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the relationships 
between editor legal knowledge and compliance with censoring practices (see Table 19).  
Results indicated an inverse relationship between editor legal knowledge and compliance 
with administrative requests to publish a story or report on an issue (r(158) = -.198, p < .05).  
No other significant correlations were found. 
This indicates that the more knowledge editors have about basic student press law, the 
less likely they are to comply with administrative requests to publish a story or report on an 
issue.  However, an increase in editor knowledge of student press law did not appear to affect 
prevalence of experiences with censorship practices or compliance with practices other than 
requests to publish. 
 
Table 18:  
Pearson correlation matrix for censorship practice measures and editor legal knowledge 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Editor Legal Knowledge (1) -     
Administrative request not to 
publish a story or report on an issue 
(2) 
-.046 -    
Administrative request to publish 
specific news item (3) -.058 .294** -   
Administrative contact before 
publication (4) .100 .301** .318** -  
Administrative contact after 
publication (5) .022 .282** .244** .295** - 
**p < .01. 
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Table 19:  
Pearson correlation matrix for compliance measures and editor legal knowledge 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Editor Legal Knowledge (1) -     
Complied with administrative request 
not to publish a story or report on an 
issue (2) 
-.124 -    
Complied with administrative request 
to publish specific news item (3) -.198* 
-
.340** -   
Complied with adviser request not to 
publish a story or report on an issue 
(4) 
-.181 -.069 -.076 -  
Complied with advisory board request 
not to publish a story or report on an 
issue (5) 
-.059 .610** .370** .184 - 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the 
relationships between administrator legal knowledge and prevalence of experiences with 
censoring practices, and no significant correlations were found (see Table 20).  Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients were also computed to assess the relationships 
between administrator legal knowledge and compliance with censoring practices, and no 
significant correlations were found (see Table 21).  In other words, administrator legal 
knowledge does not appear to affect either prevalence of administrative censorship practices 
or prevalence of compliance therewith, from an administrative perspective. 
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Table 20:  
Pearson correlation matrix for censorship measures and administrator legal knowledge 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Administrator Legal Knowledge (1) -     
Administrative request not to publish 
a story or report on an issue (2) .208 -    
Administrative request to publish 
specific news item (3) .141 .132 -   
Administrative contact before 
publication (4) -.030 .212 .281* -  
Administrative contact after 
publication (5) -.083 .238* .200 .193 - 
*p < .05.  
 
Table 21:  
Pearson correlation matrix for compliance measures and administrator legal knowledge 
 1 2 3 
Administrator Legal Knowledge (1) -   
Editor complied with administrative request not to 
publish a story or report on an issue (2) -.222 -  
Editor complied with administrative request to publish 
specific news item (3) -.084 .612 - 
 
 
Organizational Characteristics 
 RQ4b asked whether relationships would emerge between the organizational 
characteristics of newspapers and prevalence of censorship and/or prevalence of compliance.  
Editors’ reported experiences with censorship and compliance were used to evaluate the 
relationship between organizational characteristics and prevalence of censorship and 
compliance. 
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 Funding.  To examine the effect of funding, publication cost funding source variables 
were combined to identify those editor-respondents who represent newspapers that pay for 
publication costs with only university funding sources (including student government and 
departmental allocations) (n = 29), those that use only self-earned funding (n = 25), and those 
that use combined university and self funding (n = 144).  A one-way ANOVA was performed 
using funding source (university only, self only, combined) as the independent factor and 
variables related to experience with censorship practices and compliance therewith as the 
dependent variables.  No significant main effects emerged.  In other words, the type of 
funding newspapers used to cover publication costs did not appear to affect prevalence of 
administrative censorship or compliance therewith. 
 For those newspapers that pay at least one student staff member, staff pay funding 
source variables were combined to identify those newspapers that pay staffing costs with 
only university funding sources (n = 55), only self-earned funding sources (n = 25), and those 
that use a combination of university and self-earned funding sources (n = 78).  A one-way 
ANOVA was performed using funding source (university only, self only, combined) as the 
independent factor and variables related to experience with censorship practices and 
compliance therewith as the dependent variables.  No significant main effects emerged.  This 
indicates that the type of funding newspapers used to cover staffing costs does not affect 
prevalence of administrative censorship or compliance therewith. 
 
Presence and Status of Adviser.  Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to 
determine whether editor experiences with administrative censorship practices or compliance 
therewith differed between those at newspapers with (n = 173) and without an adviser (n = 
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14), and significant differences emerged regarding administrative contact before publication, 
t(185) = -2.351, p < .05, and administrative contact after publication, t(186) = -2.122, p < .05 
(see Table 22).  Editor-respondents with advisers experienced administrative contact both 
before and after publication less frequently than editor-respondents without advisers. 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to determine whether, among 
editors with advisers, editor experiences with administrative censorship practices or 
compliance therewith differed among those with a tenured or tenure-track adviser (n = 93), 
and those with advisers with other employment (n = 54), and significant differences emerged 
regarding administrative contact after publication, t(145) = -2.007, p < .05 (see Table 23).  In 
other words, editor-respondents with a tenured or tenure-track adviser reported significantly 
less administrative contact after publication than those with other types of advisers. 
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Table 22:  
Experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith by editors at 
newspapers with and without advisers 
 Adviser n = 173 
No Adviser 
n = 14 t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests 
not to publish a 
story/graphic or not to 
report on an issue 
1.76 .875 1.79 .893 -.117 .907 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific news 
item 
3.25 1.374 3.36 1.499 -.286 .775 
Administrative contact 
before publication 1.97 .908 2.57 1.158 -2.351 .020* 
Administrative contact 
after publication 2.50 1.079 3.14 1.231 -2.122 .035* 
Compliance with 
administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic 
or not to report on an issue 
1.28(88) .606 1.25(8) .463 .155 .877 
Compliance with 
administrative requests to 
publish a specific news 
item 
2.32(148) 1.191 2.42(12) 1.240 -.258 .797 
*p < .05.  
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Table 23:  
Experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith by editors at 
newspapers with tenure-track and other advisers 
 Tenure-Track n = 93 
Other 
n = 54 t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.73 .934 1.96 .831 -1.495 .137 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 3.19 1.393 3.46 1.313 -1.154 .250 
Administrative contact 
before publication 1.95 .942 2.06 .920 -.687 .493 
Administrative contact after 
publication 2.29 1.079 2.65 .974 -2.007 .047* 
Compliance with 
administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.26(42) .701 1.35(37) .538 -.630 .531 
Compliance with 
administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 
2.41(79) 1.266 2.26(47) 1.113 .671 .503 
*p < .05.  
 
Presence of Advisory Board.  Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to 
determine whether editor experiences with administrative censorship practices or compliance 
therewith differed between those at newspapers with (n = 76) and without an advisory board 
(n = 98), and significant relationships emerged regarding adviser prior review, t(155.861) = -
3.959, p < .001, and regarding compliance with administrative requests to publish, t(149) = -
2.332, p =.021 (see Table 24).  In other words, editor-respondents at newspapers with 
advisory boards experienced less adviser prior review and compliance with administrative 
requests to publish than their counterparts at newspapers without advisory boards.  
Additionally, differences between the two groups also approached significance regarding 
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administrative requests not to publish, t(171) = 1.936, p = .055, with newspapers with 
advisory boards experiencing significantly more requests than those without advisory boards.  
This indicates that editors with advisory boards may experience more administrative requests 
not to publish content or report on issues than editors without advisory boards.  Levene’s test 
for equality of variances was statistically significant regarding adviser prior review and 
compliance with administrative requests not to publish. 
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Table 24:  
Experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith by editors at 
newspapers with and without advisory boards 
Compliance with Practice Advisory Board n = 76 
No Advisory 
Board 
n = 98 
t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.89 .831 1.64 .853 1.936 .055 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 3.30 1.357 3.27 1.389 .178 .859 
Adviser requests not to 
publish s story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.34 .657 1.37 .774 -.241 .810 
Adviser prior review 2.12 1.356 3.08 1.700 -3.959 .000** 
Compliance with 
administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.17(48) .377 1.35(43) .720 -1.487 .142 
Compliance with 
administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 
2.06(67) 1.099 2.51(84) 1.247 -2.332 .021* 
Compliance with requests 
from publication adviser not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.46(24) .658 1.39(31) .803 .352 .726 
Compliance with advisory 
board requests not to 
publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.25(4) .500 1.30(97) .844 -.115 .909 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 Print and Online Publication.  Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to 
determine whether editor experiences with administrative censorship practices or compliance 
therewith differed between those at newspapers that publish in print (n = 173) and those that 
do not (n = 14), and no significant relationships emerged.  Two-tailed independent samples t-
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tests were used to determine whether editor experiences with administrative censorship 
practices or compliance therewith differed between those at newspapers that publish online 
(n = 182) and those that do not (n = 7), and no significant relationships emerged. 
 
Existence of a Policy or Practice Related to Newspaper Independence.  Of the editor-
respondents, 85.4% reported having either a formal policy or a traditional practice related to 
newspaper editorial independence (see Table 25).  To determine if a relationship emerges 
between existence of such policy or practice and experience with censorship or compliance 
therewith, a one-way ANOVA was performed using existence of policy practice (neither, 
practice only, policy only, or both) as the independent factor and variables related to 
experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith as the 
dependent variables.  A significant effect of existence of policy or practice on editor 
experience with administrative contact after publication, F(3,185) = 3.956, p = .009 (see 
Table 26).  According to a Bonferroni post-hoc test, prevalence of experience with 
administrative contact after publication for editors at newspapers with both a policy and a 
practice (M = 2.76, SD = 1.123) was significantly greater than prevalence of this experience 
for editors at newspapers with neither a policy nor a practice (M = 1.92, SD = .929).  This 
indicates that newspapers protected by an institutional policy and a traditional practice of 
editorial independence experience administrative contact after publication more frequently 
than those with neither a policy nor a practice regarding editorial independence.  
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Table 25:  
Existence of formal policy or traditional practice addressing editorial independence of 
newspaper 
Policy or Practice % reporting  
Neither policy nor practice 14.6% (29) 
Practice only 28.3% (56) 
Policy only 16.7% (33) 
Both policy and practice 40.4% (80) 
 
Table 26:  
One-way analysis of variance in prevalence of experience with administrative contact after 
publication by existence of a policy or practice addressing editorial independence 
Source df SS MS F p 
Between groups 3 13.678 4.559 3.956 .009** 
Within groups 185 213.190 1.152   
Total 188 226.868    
**p < .01. 
 
To further explore differences in experiences with censorship practices based upon 
existence of a formal policy related to editorial independence, two-tailed independent 
samples t-tests were used to determine whether editor experiences with administrative 
censorship practices or compliance therewith differed between those at newspapers with (n = 
111) and without (n = 78) a policy related to publication independence, and significant 
differences emerged regarding administrative requests not to publish, t(186) = 2.564, p 
=.011, and adviser prior review, t(171) = -1.992, p =.048 (see Table 27).  In other words, 
newspapers at institutions with formal policies addressing editorial independence reported 
experiencing administrative requests not to publish a content item or report on an issue more 
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often than those at institutions without such a formal policy.  However, editors at institutions 
with such policies reported less adviser prior review than those editors at institutions with no 
such policies.  The finding that those newspapers with formal policies experience more of 
certain types of censorship exists in contrast with previous research, which indicated that 
newspapers covered by a formal policy establishing them as “open fora” experience less 
censorship than those without such policy.7   
                                                
7 Vincent Filak, A Concurrent Examination of Self-versus-Others Perceptual Bias and the Willingness to Self-
Censor: A Study of College Newspaper Editors and Advisers, 89 JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 299 (2012). 
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Table 27:  
Experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith by editors at 
newspapers with and without a policy on independence 
Compliance with Practice Formal Policy No Formal Policy t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.89 .932 1.56 .749 2.564 .011* 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 3.35 1.326 3.10 1.447 1.223 .223 
Adviser requests not to 
publish s story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.39 .777 1.36 .674 .223 .824 
Advisory board requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.05 .223 1.06 .236 -.063 .950 
Adviser prior review 2.44 1.546 2.93 1.678 -1.992 .048* 
Compliance with 
administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.30 .609 1.25 .568 .363 .717 
Compliance with 
administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 
2.30 1.105 2.38 1.313 -.442 .659 
Compliance with requests 
from publication adviser not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.41 .789 1.46 .658 -.271 .788 
Compliance with advisory 
board requests not to 
publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.29 .832 1.28 .783 .050 .960 
*p < .05. 1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 
 Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were also used to determine whether editor 
experiences with administrative censorship practices or compliance therewith differed 
between those at newspapers with (n = 133) and without (n = 56) a traditional practice 
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related to publication independence, and no significant differences emerged.  In other words, 
presence of a traditional practice addressing editorial independence alone does not appear to 
affect frequency of editor experiences with censorship practices or compliance therewith. 
Two-tailed independent samples t-tests were used to determine whether editor experiences 
with administrative censorship practices or compliance therewith differed between those at 
newspapers with (n = 133) and those without (n = 56) either a traditional practice or a formal 
policy related to publication independence, and significant differences emerged regarding 
administrative requests to publish specific items, t(187) = 2.237, p = .026, and adviser prior 
review, t(171) = -1.984, p = .049 (see Table 28).  This indicates that those editors at 
institutions with either a traditional practice or formal policy regarding editorial 
independence reported experiencing more administrative requests to publish specific content 
items than those with neither a traditional practice nor a formal policy, but also reported 
experiencing less adviser prior review.  
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Table 28:  
Experience with administrative censorship practices and compliance therewith by editors at 
newspapers with and without either a policy or traditional practice on independence 
Compliance with Practice Formal Policy No Formal Policy t-test 
 M SD M SD t p 
Administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.80 .894 1.46 .658 1.793 .075 
Administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 3.33 1.385 2.67 1.204 2.237 .026* 
Adviser requests not to 
publish s story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.37 .718 1.46 .833 -.568 .571 
Advisory board requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.06 .235 1.00 .000 .648 .519 
Adviser prior review 2.55 1.570 3.25 1.800 -1.984 .049* 
Compliance with 
administrative requests not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.28 .584 1.33 .707 -.275 .784 
Compliance with 
administrative requests to 
publish a specific news item 
2.33 1.177 2.32 .1293 .052 .958 
Compliance with requests 
from publication adviser not 
to publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.41 .714 1.57 .976 -.548 .586 
Compliance with advisory 
board requests not to 
publish a story/graphic or 
not to report on an issue 
1.32 .845 1.12 .485 .941 .349 
*p < .05. 1 = never and 5 = very often. 
 
Institutional Characteristics 
 RQ4c asked whether relationships would emerge between the institutional 
characteristics of colleges and prevalence of censorship and/or prevalence of compliance.  
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Editors’ reported experiences with censorship and compliance were used to evaluate the 
relationship between institutional characteristics and prevalence of censorship and 
compliance. 
 
 Enrollment. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to 
assess the relationships between institutional enrollment and prevalence of editor experiences 
with censoring practices.  Results indicated an inverse relationship between institutional 
student enrollment and adviser prior review (r(173) = -.296, p < .01), and a relationship 
between institutional student enrollment and administrative contact after publication (r(189) 
= .331, p < .01) (see Table 29).  In other words, newspapers at colleges with more students 
tended to experience less adviser prior review and more administrative contact after 
publication.  No other significant correlations were found.  However, this could be due to the 
large distribution of enrollment numbers compared to the small distribution of reported 
experiences with censorship practices on the survey’s 5-point scale. 
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Table 29:  
Pearson correlation matrix for censorship practice measures and institutional student 
enrollment 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Institutional 
Enrollment (1) -        
Administrative 
request not to 
publish a story or 
report on an issue 
(2) 
.031 -       
Administrative 
request to publish 
specific news item 
(3) 
.059 .294** -      
Adviser request not 
to publish a story or 
report on an issue 
(4) 
.029 .353** .153* -     
Advisory board 
request not to 
publish a story or 
report on an issue 
(5) 
.155 .318** .122 .248* -    
Adviser prior 
review (6) -.296** -.051 -.009 .054 -.206 -   
Administrative 
contact before 
publication (7) 
.124 .301** .318** .159* -.016 -.002 -  
Administrative 
contact after 
publication (8) 
.331** .282** .244** .161* .052 -.062 .295** - 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the 
relationships between institutional enrollment and prevalence of editor experiences with 
compliance with censoring practices.  Results indicated an inverse relationship between 
institutional student enrollment and compliance with adviser requests not to publish (r(61) = -
.253, p < .05) (see Table 30).  This indicates that editors at larger colleges comply less often 
with adviser requests not to publish specific content or report on an issue.  No other 
significant correlations were found. 
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Table 30:  
Pearson correlation matrix for compliance measures and institutional student enrollment 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Institutional Enrollment (1) -     
Complied with administrative request not 
to publish a story or report on an issue (2) -.030 -    
Complied with administrative request to 
publish specific news item (3) -.062 -.340** -   
Complied with adviser request not to 
publish a story or report on an issue (4) -.253* -.069 -.076 -  
Complied with advisory board request not 
to publish a story or report on an issue (5) -.158 .610** .370** .184 - 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
 
 Region.  One-way ANOVAs were performed using region as the independent factor 
and experience with censorship practices as the dependent variables.  No significant main 
effects emerged.  Prevalence of censorship practices did not significantly vary by region.  
One-way ANOVAs were performed using region as the independent factor and experience 
with compliance with censorship practices as the dependent variables.  A significant main 
effect between on compliance with administrative requests to publish specific content 
emerged, F(3,157) = 3.680, p = .013 (see Table 31).  According to a Bonferroni post-hoc test, 
prevalence of experience with compliance with administrative requests to publish a specific 
item for editors in the Northeast (M = 2.88, SD = 1.431) was significantly greater than 
prevalence of this experience for editors in the West (M = 2.00, SD = .903) and those in the 
Midwest (M = 2.11, SD = 1.022).  This indicates that while editors are not more or less likely 
to experience administrative censorship practices by region, editors in the Northeast are more 
likely to comply with administrative requests to publish specific content items than editors in 
the West and Midwest. 
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Table 31:  
One-way analysis of variance in prevalence of experience with compliance with 
administrative requests to publish by region 
Source df SS MS F p 
Between groups 3 14.819 4.940 3.680 .013 
Within groups 157 210.734 1.342   
Total 160 225.553    
 
Campus Type.  One-way ANOVAs were performed using campus type as the 
independent factor and experience with censorship practices as the dependent variables.  No 
significant main effects emerged.  Prevalence of censorship practices did not significantly 
vary by campus type.  One-way ANOVAs were performed using campus type as the 
independent factor and experience with compliance with censorship practices as the 
dependent variables.  No significant main effects emerged.  In other words, prevalence of 
administrative censorship and compliance therewith did not significantly vary depending 
upon campus type. 
Chapter Three has presented the results of the editor and administrator surveys.  
Chapter Four will begin with a discussion of these results, then move into a contextual 
analysis examining the interplay between these social scientific results and law and policy 
conclusions. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION OF SURVEY RESULTS 
 This thesis opened by reviewing student press law and the literature surrounding 
censorship of the student press.  This discussion in Chapter One set the background for 
exploration of the landscape of administrative censorship of college newspapers.  Chapter 
Two then identified the research questions and explained the method that guide this project.  
Survey findings from both the editor and administrator surveys were reported in Chapter 
Three.  This final chapter will begin with a deeper discussion of the survey results, followed 
by an interdisciplinary analysis of law, policy, and current advocacy efforts in light of the 
survey results.  This chapter will conclude by discussing how advocates might address 
problems identified by the survey research in the future.  
 
RQ1: Prevalence of Censorship Practices 
 The first research question examined the prevalence of experience with various 
censorship practices among college newspaper editors and student life administrators at 
public, bachelor’s degree-granting institutions in the United States.  While contemporary 
social science literature has done little to identify the prevalence of specific censorship 
practices, previous research has indicated that editors and advisers perceive editors as having 
the majority of control over college newspaper content.1  On the other hand, in a study that 
                                                
1 See, e.g., John V. Bodle, The Institutional Independence of Daily Student Newspapers, 47 JOURNALISM & 
MASS COMM. EDUCATOR 16 (1997) (finding that 81.4% of daily college student newspaper advisers and 
business managers reported that their colleges/universities had no influence over student newspaper content); 
Gloria Elena Enloe, Examining the effects of Hosty v. Carter Decision and Prior Restraint on the Collegiate 
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examined whether various actors (such as editors, advisers, and administrators) believe 
censorship is a problem, editors tended to identify censorship as a problem for their 
publications.2  By identifying the prevalence of specific practices experienced by college 
newspaper editors and college administrators, this thesis sought to begin to explain why 
editors both feel they have control of their publications’ content and feel that censorship is a 
problem. 
 The results of the editor survey indicate that a majority of college newspaper editors 
experienced administrative censorship at least once in the year preceding the survey, with 
60% reporting at least some instance of at least one of the following censorship practices: 
administrative requests not to publish a story or report on an issue, subtle or overt threats of 
discipline of student staff members, threats of cuts to student staff members’ scholarships, 
threats to publication funding, threats against advisers’ jobs, and threats against student 
publication staff members’ jobs.  However, the mean scores of editor responses regarding 
experiences with various administrative censorship practices were generally low, ranging—
on a scale where 1 is never and 5 is very often in the last year—from 1.76 for administrative 
requests not to publish a story or report on issue (with 51.6% of editor-respondents 
identifying at least some occurrence) to 3.25 for administrative requests to publish a specific 
content item (with 86.2% of editor-respondents identifying at least some occurrence).  This 
indicates that while most editors experience some instance of administrative censorship each 
                                                
Press: A Qualitative Study (2011) (unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Missouri) (on file with ProQuest 
Digital Dissertations) (identifying through in-depth interviews with college newspaper editors in the Midwest 
that editors feel they have primary control of newspaper content). 
2 Shaniece B. Bickham and Jae-Hwa Shin, Organizational Influences on Student Newspapers, 28 
SOUTHWESTERN MASS COMM. J. 1 (2013). 
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year, most individual editors do not experience administrative censorship frequently.  Thus, 
administrative censorship is prevalent within the population, but occurs infrequently within 
each institution. 
 This phenomenon of prevalence within the community but low frequency for 
individual editors may help to explain why previous research has indicated that editors 
believe censorship to be a problem while also believing themselves to hold primary control 
over newspaper content.  Results of this study indicate that while censorship is a problem for 
most newspapers—happening once or more in a year—it does not usually become a chronic 
problem, thus allowing editors to retain content control during the majority of the time, when 
administrative censorship is not occurring. 
 Other contemporary studies of censorship of college newspapers have not identified 
the prevalence of specific censorship practices, but research prior to the last two decades 
indicated that college newspapers regularly faced specific practices such as prior review, 
prior restraint, urges to “tone down” content, and threats to advisers’ employment.3  This 
study identified administrative requests not to publish specific content or report on an issue 
as the most common censorship practice (though, as discussed, this practice may not always 
relate to censorship), with 86.2% of editor-respondents experiencing this practice.  
Administrative contact to discuss a story after publication was the second most commonly 
reported censorship practice (though, as discussed, this practice may also relate to both 
                                                
3 See, e.g., Michael A. Eberts, Comparing Groups of California Community College Newspapers: A Search for 
Editorial Independence (1992) (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Southern California) (on file with 
ProQuest Digital Dissertations); Russel E. Bert, Trend is Toward Supervision of Student Newspapers, 29 
JOURANLISM Q. 62 (1952); V. Edwards, Survey Reveals Little Freedom for the College Editor, in FREEDOM AND 
CENSORSHIP OF THE COLLEGE PRESS 264 (1966); T. DeFrank, Administrative Regulation of the College 
Newspaper, 100 EDITOR AND PUBLISHER 14 (1967). 
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censorship and non-censorship purposes), with 81% of editor-respondents reporting.  Of 
practices generally agreed to be usually censorship-related, administrative requests not to 
publish a content item or report on an issue was most common, with 51.6% of editor-
respondents indicating at least some instance of this practice.  Additionally, 22.8% of editor-
respondents reported at least some instance of subtle or overt administrative threats to the 
funding of their publications.  Prior review by publication advisers was also commonly 
experienced, with 65.3% of editor-respondents reporting at least some instance of this. 
 Given that the literature suggests that mere communication of disapproval from those 
in authority can become a subtle form of censorship by encouraging self-censorship,4 this 
study also sought to identify topics editors feel administrators disapprove of their newspapers 
covering.  Editor-respondents most commonly reported perceiving administrative 
disapproval regarding coverage of administrative decisions, with 39.9% so reporting.  The 
topics of college personnel issues, Title IX and sexual assault, and sex were also identified as 
topics facing administrative disapproval by more than 30% of editor-respondents.  
 As discussed, 60% of editor-respondents reported at least some instance of 
administrative requests not to publish a story or report on an issue, subtle or overt threats of 
discipline of student staff members, threats of cuts to student staff members’ scholarships, 
threats to publication funding, threats against advisers’ jobs, and/or threats against student 
publication staff members’ jobs.  However, only 10.7% of administrator-respondents 
reported experiencing the same.  This finding aligns with previous research, which indicated 
                                                
4 See Vincent Filak, A Concurrent Examination of Self-Versus-Others Perceptual Bias and the Willingness to 
Self-Censor: A Study of College Newspaper Editors and Advisers, 89 JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 299 
(2012). 
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that administrators do not believe censorship to be a problem at their institutions’ student 
newspapers.5  Conversely, administrator-respondents reported experiencing administrators 
requesting student newspapers to publish a specific item and administrators requesting to 
discuss a story with newspaper staff members after publication with more prevalence, at 
49.3% and 67.1%, respectively.  This indicates that administrators see these types of requests 
as different from other practices identified in the survey.  This may be because these two 
practices—administrator requests to publish specific content items and administrator requests 
to discuss a content item after publication—may be done for reasons other than censorship.  
For example, administrations may regularly send press releases to local media outlets, 
including student media, thereby requesting the student newspaper “publish a specific 
content item.”  Similarly, requests to discuss stories after publication might be opportunities 
for administrators to commend, rather than condemn, newspaper coverage of certain topics. 
 Administrator-respondents also rarely reported subtle or overt threats to publication 
staff members’ jobs, advisers’ jobs, publication funding, staff members’ scholarships, or 
threats to discipline staff members.  Only two reports of subtle threats were identified, and no 
overt threats were identified by administrator-respondents. 
 Regarding disapproval of various topics, no topic garnered reports of disapproval or 
wish for avoidance by a majority of administrator-respondents.  The topics with the most 
instances of negative reactions from administrator-respondents were college personnel issues 
(with 17.3% reporting wish for avoidance and 8% reporting disapproval), other (with 5.3% 
                                                
5 Bickham & Shin, supra note 2, at 18 (finding that 81% of administrators do not report censorship to be a 
problem at their institutions’ student newspapers). 
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reporting wish for avoidance and 4% reporting disapproval), and drugs (with 2.7% reporting 
wish for avoidance and 1.3% reporting disapproval). 
 
RQ2: Prevalence of Compliance with Censorship Practices 
 The second research question examined the prevalence of compliance with 
administrative censorship practices, as reported by editors and administrators.  Editor reports 
of compliance with censorship practices were much less prevalent than reports of the 
practices themselves.  For example, regarding compliance with administrative requests not to 
publish specific items or report on issues, 21.9% of those who reported at least some instance 
of that practice (51.6% of the total population) reported at least some compliance.  This low 
prevalence of compliance with administrative censorship may also help to explain why the 
literature indicates that editors feel censorship is a problem, while also feeling that they have 
primary control of newspaper content.6  Editors may identify censorship as a problem 
because administrators prevalently attempt censorship practices, but may identify themselves 
as having primary content control because few editors comply with such practices. 
 Of those administrator-respondents who reported at least some instance of 
administrative requests not to publish specific content or report on an issue, 37.5% reported 
at least some compliance.  This statistic, however, should be looked at with much caution, as 
the sample of administrators responding to this question was only 8. 
 Both editor- and administrator-respondents reported high prevalence of compliance 
with administrative requests to publish specific content items, at 70.8% and 83.3%, 
                                                
6 See Bodle, supra note 1; Enloe, supra note 1; Bickham and Shin, supra note 2. 
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respectively.  This high prevalence may be related to the previously-discussed complexity of 
administrative requests to publish: These requests may be anything from regular press 
releases to nefarious demands of publication of specific news, such as those that involve a 
threat of adverse action like funding cuts. 
 
RQ3: Differences Between Editor and Administrator Perspectives on Prevalence of 
Censorship 
 The third research question explored to what extent editors and administrators agree 
or disagree about the prevalence and types of administrative censorship practices.  Editors 
and administrators significantly disagreed about prevalence of administrative requests not to 
publish specific content items or report on issues, administrative requests to publish specific 
content items, and administrative contact after publication. Editors reported significantly 
more experience with each of these practices than administrators.  This matches the findings 
of previous research, which indicates that while editors believe censorship is a problem, 
administrators do not.7 
 Because few administrators reported censorship practices, and even fewer 
administrators reported compliance therewith (n = 4), no meaningful statistical comparison 
could be made between editor and administrator perspectives on compliance with censorship 
practices.  However, the fact that so few administrator-respondents reported compliance 
indicates that there may be disagreement between editors and administrators not only on 
prevalence of censorship practices, but also on compliance with these practices.  However, 
                                                
7 Bickham & Shin, supra note 2. 
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this disagreement may stem from the root disagreement about prevalence of censorship 
practices themselves. 
 
RQ4: Effect of Personal, Organizational, and Institutional Characteristics 
 The fourth research question sought to explore whether various personal, 
organizational (related to the newspaper), and institutional (related to the college/university) 
characteristics affect the prevalence of censorship practices and compliance therewith.  
Discussion of results in each of these categories will follow in kind. 
 
Personal Characteristics 
 Personal characteristics explored in this study were gender, ethnicity, and knowledge 
of student press law.  Gender, ethnicity, and knowledge of student press law did not 
significantly affect prevalence of any administrative censorship practice.  Additionally, 
gender, ethnicity, and administrator knowledge of student press law did not significantly 
affect prevalence of compliance with any administrative censorship practice.  Given that the 
literature suggests that gender affect the prevalence of censorship of high school journalists,8 
the findings of this thesis indicate that the effect of gender on prevalence of censorship 
differs in high school and college newsrooms. 
 Editor legal knowledge bore a statistically significant, but weak, inverse relationship 
with compliance with administrative requests to publish specific content items.  Editor legal 
                                                
8 Piotr Bobkowski and Genelle Belmas, Gendered Shushing: Girls’ Voices and Civic Engagement in Student 
Journalism, Address Before the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication Conference 
(August 2016). 
   
 100 
knowledge did not relate with prevalence with any other administrative censorship practice.  
This indicates that understanding of student press law has little to no effect on how college 
newspaper editors respond to administrative censorship practices.  In other words, editors 
who know their rights may not withstand censorship demands better than those who are 
ignorant about the law.  Additionally, because administrator legal knowledge bore no 
significant relationship to prevalence of censorship practices, administrators knowing the 
rights of student journalists similarly appears to have no effect on how often administrators 
seek to censor college newspapers.  These results may be tempered by the complicated nature 
of contemporary student press law.  In the current legal landscape, editors and administrators 
may understand basic student press law, but may be impeded by the complex and nuanced 
nature of current student press law.9  If student press law were more absolute or simple, 
editors and administrators may be better equipped to act upon an understanding of that law 
and it may begin to show practical effect. 
 
Organizational Characteristics 
 Organizational (related to the newspaper) characteristics explored in this study were 
presence and employment type of adviser, presence of advisory board, print and online 
publication models, existence of formal policy or traditional practice related to editorial 
                                                
9 This concept is related to the legal concept of qualified immunity, in which government officials can escape 
liability for civil rights violations if the law is not clearly established.  Thus, “many courts have . . . reasoned 
that in the absence of closely corresponding factual or legal precedent, First Amendmnet rights can rarely be 
considered ‘clearly established.’” Qualified immunity—First Amendment Claims, 2 STATE AND LOCAL GOV’T 
C. R. LIAB. § 2:10.  In other words, where civil liberties law is complicated—as in the case of college students’ 
and student journalists’ First Amendment rights—the courts recognize that they cannot expect government 
officials to act upon that law perfectly. 
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independence, and funding sources.  Print and online publication models did not significantly 
relate to censorship practices or compliance.   
 Use of university-sourced funding versus publication-sourced funding also did not 
significantly relate to experience with censorship practices or compliance therewith.  This 
substantiates previous research by Bodle, which indicated that college newspaper advisers do 
not believe there was a link between administrative funding and selection of news content.10  
However, this finding does exist in some tension with the finding that the most common type 
of threat to student newspapers is that against funding, with 22.8% of all editor-respondents 
reporting at least some instance of this type of threat, as discussed above.  This may indicate 
that although funding independence does not significantly alter college newspaper editors’ 
experiences with censorship practices, it may have some effect.  More research is needed 
looking specifically at funding of college newspapers to parse out these findings: For 
example, this study only examined whether student newspaper received certain kinds of 
university-sourced and self-sourced funding, but did not examine the amount of funding from 
each source type.11  It may be that amount of funding bears a relationship to experience with 
censorship practices in a more complex way than a comparative analysis between those with 
university-source-only and those with self-source-only can reveal. 
                                                
10 John V. Bodle, Measuring the Tie between Funding and News Control at Student Newspapers, 71 
JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 905 (1994). 
11 This was due to the potentially limited knowledge newspaper editors and college administrators have 
regarding specifics of publication budgets.  Future research in this area should look to newspaper business or 
advertising managers for accurate accounts of this information.  Future research may also explore a mixed-
method approach of using survey methods as well as analysis of newspapers’ budgets or in-depth interviews 
with business managers to form a more nuanced view of college newspaper budgets. 
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 Those editors at newspapers with an advisory board and an adviser experienced 
significantly less adviser prior review12 than editors at newspapers with only an adviser.  One 
possible explanation for this is that advisory boards, rather than advisers, are practicing prior 
review at these publications, as editor-respondents were not asked about advisory board prior 
review.  Another possible explanation is that advisory boards insulate student newspapers 
from oversight by various parties: In other words, having more “responsible” parties (adviser, 
advisory board, editor, administrator) may create a sort of “tragedy of the commons,” 
wherein one party feels less inclined to practice oversight because he believes other parties 
will practice this oversight.  Advisory boards may also advise newspaper editors and advisers 
against practicing adviser prior review.  More study is needed to capture the nuance of how 
advisory boards might act as a buffer against censorship practices such as adviser prior 
review.  Similarly, editors at newspapers with an advisory board that had experienced at least 
some instance of administrative requests to publish a specific content item reported 
significantly less compliance with these requests than those without an advisory board.   
 On the other hand, editor-respondents at newspapers with an advisory board 
experienced administrative requests not to publish a specific item or report on an issue more 
than those without an advisory board, at a level that approached statistical significance (p = 
.055).  Similar to the above discussion, a number of scenarios could explain this difference, 
and more study is needed to determine if this difference exists and, if so, what accounts for it.  
Overall, these findings might suggest that advisory boards serve as a buffer against at least 
                                                
12 Although not a direct administrative censorship practice, adviser prior review was explored in this study 
because previous qualitative study by the researcher suggested that adviser prior review is sometimes used by 
administrators as a way to keep tabs on content of student newspapers by proxy.  See Lindsie Trego and 
Christopher Etheridge, Power & Print: Content Influences in College Media 18-19 (August 2016) (unpublished 
manuscript) (on file with author). 
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some types of censorship.  This is further substantiated by the finding that 94.7% of those 
editor-respondents at newspapers with an advisory board reported never experiencing a 
request by the advisory board to abstain from publishing a specific content item or reporting 
on an issue.  However, further study is needed to determine how and why advisory boards 
prevent certain administrative and adviser censorship practices, and why other administrative 
censorship practices appear to be encouraged by presence of such boards. 
 Presence of an adviser significantly related to less editor experience of administrative 
contact before and after publication.  Additionally, editor-respondents with a tenured or 
tenure-track adviser reported significantly less administrative contact after publication than 
those with other types of advisers.  This could indicate that, similar to how advisory boards 
may provide a buffer against adviser prior review, advisers may shield student editors from 
certain kinds of oversight by administrators.  This may be because advisers actively seek to 
shield editors from administrative contact by serving as the primary point person for 
administrators.  It may also be because administrators feel less of a need to attempt oversight 
of student newspapers when they know an adviser is providing that oversight. 
 Editor-respondents at newspapers housed within institutions with both a formal policy 
and traditional practice addressing editorial independence reported experiencing 
administrative requests to discuss a content item after publication more than those at 
newspapers with neither a formal policy nor a traditional practice regarding independence.  
Although not significant, editor reports of administrative requests not to publish specific 
content items or report on issues, administrative requests to publish specific content items, 
and administrative request to discuss a story before publication were also greater among 
those editors at newspapers covered by both an institutional policy and practice regarding 
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editorial independence than those with neither.  Additionally, editors at newspapers covered 
by a formal policy reported administrative requests not to publish a specific item or report on 
an issue significantly more than those at newspapers with no formal policy.  This finding 
exists in contrast with the literature, which suggests that student editors at newspapers with a 
formal policy declaring their publications “open forums” are less likely to report 
censorship.13  Compliance with censorship practices, however, was lower (although not 
significantly, except in regards to compliance with administrative requests to publish) among 
those editors at newspapers with both a policy and practice when compared with those at 
newspapers with neither.   
One possible explanation is that administrators are more aware of the student 
newspaper at institutions where a policy and/or practice regarding the relationship between 
administration and publication exists, and thus are more likely to attempt censorship 
practices.  This also could be influenced by the fact that newspapers at institutions with 
higher enrollment are more likely to have both a policy and a practice addressing editorial 
freedom.14  The higher likelihood of newspapers at institutions with formal policies regarding 
editorial independence facing administrative censorship may also capture those with policies 
adopted in response to histories of administrative censorship.  In other words, institutions 
may be more likely to adopt a formal policy regarding editorial freedom for student 
                                                
13 Vincent Filak, A Concurrent Examination of Self-Versus-Others Perceptual Bias and the Willingness to Self-
Censor: A Study of College Newspaper Editors and Advisers, 89 JOURNALISM & MASS COMM. Q. 299 (2012). 
14 Of the 25% largest institutions represented in this study, 54.2% had both a policy and practice addressing 
newspaper editorial independence, with merely 6.3% having neither.  Of the 25% smallest institutions, only 
25.5% had both a policy and a practice, with 23.5% having neither. 
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publications if they have a history of administrative censorship, but then may lack the follow-
through required to break the historical pattern of censorship. 
It is also possible that because this study asked editor-respondents about the mere 
existence of a policy and/or practice, and not about the content of such policy and/or practice, 
that some editor-respondents may work at newspapers with formal policies and/or traditional 
practices that do not protect editorial independence.  For example, a policy might establish 
the student newspaper as a curricular mouthpiece of the university rather than as an open 
forum, which may lead to increased censorship practices at any such publication.  The 
common understanding among advocates is that formal policies tend to favor editorial 
independence, but this assumption should be tested through future study. 
 Those editors at newspapers with advisers and formal policies addressing editorial 
independence reported adviser prior review significantly less than those at newspapers with 
advisers and no formal policies.  This may indicate that while formal policies do little to 
prevent attempted influence from those external to the newspaper organization, they regulate 
the relationship between various actors within the newspaper organization, such as between 
editor and adviser. 
  
Institutional Characteristics 
 This study examined three types of institutional (related to the college/university) 
characteristics: enrollment, region, and campus type.  Region and campus type (rural, town, 
suburban, or urban) did not bear significant relationships with prevalence of censorship 
practices.  However, reports of adviser prior review significantly but slightly decreased with 
increased institutional enrollment, meaning those editors at larger schools were slightly less 
likely to experience adviser prior review.  On the other hand, reports of administrative 
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contact after publication significantly but slightly increased with institutional enrollment, 
meaning those editors at larger schools were slightly more likely to experience post-
publication contact requests from administrators. 
 While campus type also did not bear any significant relationship with prevalence of 
compliance with various censorship practices, a significant relationship between region and 
compliance was identified, with editors in the Northeast reporting compliance with 
administrative requests to publish specific content items significantly more than those in the 
West and Midwest.  Significantly, editors in the Northeast did not report receiving 
significantly more requests to publish specific content items than those in other regions.  
This thesis looked at differences in prevalence of censorship practices and 
compliance therewith only based upon large regions (Northeast, West, Midwest, and South).  
Future study might examine whether breaking down these regional categories into smaller 
regions (such as the Mid-Atlantic and Pacific Northwest)—between which cultural 
differences are more likely to emerge—would reveal other differences. 
 
Summary: Effect of Various Characteristics 
 No single personal, organizational, or institutional characteristic appears to have 
major and wide-spread effect on prevalence of censorship or compliance therewith.  
Although some characteristics, such as existence of a formal policy regarding editorial 
independence and institutional enrollment, bear significant relationships to some censorship 
practices, no unifying characteristic of the uncensored college student newspaper can be 
identified from the results of this thesis research.  This may indicate that prevalence of 
censorship practices and compliance therewith is a more nuanced problem than can 
adequately be addressed through quantitative research.  Follow-up study using qualitative 
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methods to expand upon these quantitative results may provide a clearer picture of how 
personal, organizational, and institutional characteristics affect how editors experience 
administrative censorship practices. 
 
Summary: Survey Results 
 While survey results do not provide a clear model regarding what leads to prevalence 
of administrative censorship practices and compliance, results do provide clarity regarding 
the prevalence of censorship and compliance from a bird’s-eye view.  The results of these 
surveys are instructive in that they demonstrate that administrative censorship is a 
widespread, but acutely (versus chronically) experienced problem among college 
newspapers, with 60% of editor-respondents reporting at least some instance of 
administrative censorship in the past year.  Specifically, the results indicate that 
administrative requests not to publish a specific item or report on an issue, administrative 
request to publish a specific item, administrative requests to discuss content before and after 
publication, and adviser prior review are all experienced by a majority of college newspaper 
editors at least once per year.  The results also indicate that editors and administrators 
disagree on the prevalence of censorship, substantiating previous research indicating that 
editors feel censorship is a problem, while administrators do not. 
 Although no personal, organizational, or institutional characteristic appears to have 
major and wide-spread effect on prevalence of censorship or compliance, some 
characteristics significantly related to various practices or compliance therewith.  For 
example, editor legal knowledge appears to have a weak but significant relationship with 
compliance with administrative requests to publish specific items.  Presence of advisory 
board appears to relate negatively to adviser prior review and compliance with administrative 
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requests to publish, and to positively relate to administrative requests not to publish.  
Existence of an institutional policy related to the relationship between newspaper and 
administration bears apparent association with increased administrative requests not to 
publish, but decreased compliance with administrative requests to publish.  The editor survey 
also indicated an inverse relationship between enrollment and adviser prior review, and a 
positive relationship between enrollment and administrative contact after publication.  
Finally, a significant relationship between region and compliance with administrative 
requests to publish was indicated, with editors in the Northeast reporting significantly more 
compliance than those in the West or Midwest. 
 Chapter Four has thus far laid out a discussion of how the survey results answer 
research questions 1-4, as well as how survey results contribute to the social science 
literature regarding censorship of student press.  This has mapped out the contemporary 
practical landscape of censorship of college newspapers.  Chapter Four will continue with an 
interdisciplinary analysis of the implications of the survey results for law and policy, thereby 
addressing the fifth research question of this thesis. 
 
Providing Context: How Survey Findings Fit with Law and Policy 
 The fifth research question of this thesis asks what implications the survey results 
may have for law and policy, and the question proceeds in three parts: First, are current 
jurisprudential protections sufficient to address censorship practices identified by the 
surveys?  Second, are anti-Hazelwood statutes, as currently established by seven states, 
sufficient to address these practices?  Third, what implications do the survey results have for 
new solutions to the issue of censorship of college newspapers?  This subsection will 
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compare the survey results with current law to establish the sufficiency of current legal 
protections, and will conclude by discussing implications for future advocacy efforts. 
 
Current Jurisprudential Protections 
RQ5a examines whether current jurisprudence provides sufficient protections for 
college newspapers, based upon the findings of the survey research discussed in the previous 
section.  As discussed in Chapter One, current case law and statutes provide—depending 
upon jurisdiction—that administrative regulation of college newspaper content must comport 
with one of the following legal standards: (1) the Hazelwood test—the least press-protective 
of the options—which allows administrative regulation for legitimate pedagogical purposes if 
the student newspaper is school-sponsored and not designated as an open forum for student 
expression;15 (2) the Tinker test, which allows administrative regulation when a substantial 
likelihood exists that content will cause a substantial disruption to the educational 
environment;16 or (3) a more press-protective test, perhaps allowing administrative regulation 
only when content is unprotected by the First Amendment, such as in cases of defamatory or 
threatening content.17 
Given that a majority of editor-respondents across the country reported experiencing 
administrative censorship practices, it appears that current law is insufficient to address the 
                                                
15 See Hazelwood v. Kuhlmeier, 484 U.S. 260 (1988). 
16 See Tinker v. Des Moines Comm’ty School Dist., 393 U.S. 503 (1969).  This is the legal standard established 
by “anti-Hazelwood” or “New Voices” state statutes, as adopted by California, Vermont, Maryland, Nevada, 
Oregon, North Dakota, and Rhode Island, as discussed in Chapter One. 
17 See generally DeJohn v. Temple University, 537 F.3d 301, 315 (3d Cir. 2008) (suggesting that even Tinker 
may not be protective enough of adult college students’ First Amendment rights).  
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contemporary landscape of administrative censorship, as identified in the survey results.  It is 
possible that the case law is simply too complex to be practically useful, leading to editors 
and administrators—even those who understand the jurisprudence at a basic level—to 
eschew its guidance in their day-to-day actions. 
 Another limitation of current jurisprudence is the lack of specificity in case law 
definitions of what is protected and what administrative actions constitute legally actionable 
censorship.  For example, while it is clear that administrative prohibition of publication of 
content violates the First Amendment as a prior restraint—unless the reason for prohibition 
satisfies the applicable test of the jurisdiction (e.g., Hazelwood or Tinker)—it is not entirely 
clear that threats of subsequent punishment based on hypothetical future action would violate 
the First Amendment, as currently conceived.  For example, if Adam Administrator told Ellie 
Editor, “If I were you, I would avoid reporting on that sexual assault that happened last week.  
I wouldn’t want to see your funding cut,” it is not entirely clear that this would constitute an 
actionable deprivation of rights, especially if Ellie Editor had not yet begun reporting on the 
sexual assault.  It is possible that such a statement could be actionable as causing a chilling 
effect, but recent courts have been reluctant to find First Amendment violations based upon 
chilling effects alone.18   
Student press jurisprudence, as currently conceived, fails to make clear whether 
statements such as this are actionable.  When nearly a quarter of editor-respondents reported 
receiving subtle or overt threats to funding such as this, wishy-washy legal standards provide 
insufficient protection for college newspaper staffs.  As another example, while current 
                                                
18 See, e.g., Morrison v. Board of Educ. of Boyd Cty., 521 F.3d 602, 608-09 (6th Cir. 2008) (holding that 
chilling effect alone does not constitute an injury in the First Amendment context). 
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jurisprudence makes clear that administrative commands to not print a specific content item 
(e.g., “You may not print this story on the new campus protest policy”) are unconstitutional 
prior restraints, it is unclear whether administrative requests to not print a specific content 
item (e.g., “The administration would strongly prefer you not print this story on the new 
campus protest policy”) would violate the First Amendment, even when such requests create 
a culture in which self-censorship is encouraged.  Again, when more than half of editors 
report administrative requests not to publish a specific content item or report on an issue, 
jurisprudence that lacks specificity is insufficient.  Given the additional issue of qualified 
immunity, through which administrators may escape liability if the law is not crystal-clear,19 
the issue is not whether an experienced attorney could successfully convince a court that 
these types of subtle censorship practices violate the First Amendment, but whether the 
average administrator (or editor) can be expected to understand the potential illegality of 
these actions and therefore avoid them. 
Current jurisprudence does provide fairly clear protection against disciplinary actions 
against student journalists in retaliation for First Amendment-protected content,20 as well as 
against funding cuts in retaliation for protected content.21  In this way, current jurisprudence 
provides useful, but insufficient protections for college newspaper staffs based upon the 
practical landscape of censorship currently experienced in college newsrooms. 
 
                                                
19 Qualified immunity—First Amendment Claims, 2 STATE AND LOCAL GOV’T C. R. LIAB. § 2:10. 
20 A censorship practice reported as threatened by administrators by 6.4% of editor-respondents.  For discussion 
of applicable jurisprudence, see supra pp. 7-18. 
21 A censorship practice reported as threatened by administrators by 22.8% of editor-respondents. 
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Anti-Hazelwood Statutes 
 RQ5b asks whether anti-Hazelwood statutes provides sufficient protection to college 
newspapers, based upon the current practical landscape of censorship mapped out in the 
previous section of this chapter.  As discussed in Chapter One, several state legislatures have 
reacted to Hazelwood and the issue of censorship of student media by passing “New Voices” 
or “Anti-Hazelwood” laws, which statutorily endorse the Tinker standard as the applicable 
standard for administrative regulation of student publication content.  Seven states currently 
have anti-Hazelwood statutes that apply to college student publications. 
 Many of these statutes, such as those of Vermont, Maryland, and Oregon, specifically 
clarify that all responsibility for content lies with student journalists.22  This helps to solve the 
problem of lack of specificity seen in the case law by clarifying that administrative attempts 
to take responsibility for content from students violate the statute.  Additionally, many of the 
statutes specifically protect student media advisers from retaliation.23  However, the current 
anti-Hazelwood statutes still lack specificity in proscribing potential subtle power grabs by 
administrators.  Some anti-Hazelwood statutes have the additional positive attribute of 
providing an avenue by which student journalists can seek injunctive or declaratory relief 
against violative actions by administrators.24   
Additionally, the results of the editor survey indicate that those editor-respondents 
from states with anti-Hazelwood statutes were no less likely to face administrative censorship 
                                                
22 See, e.g., Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 16, § 180(d)(1); Md. Code Ann., Educ. § 15-119; Or. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 
350.260(2). 
23 A censorship practice reported as threatened by administrators by 5.2% of editor-respondents. 
24 See, e.g., 16 R.I. Gen. Laws Ann. § 16-109-3 (creating a private right of action). 
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practices than those from states without such statutes.  This indicates that these statutes 
alone—at least as a whole, and as currently conceived—are not enough to address the 
problem of perceived administrative censorship of college media.25 
 
Finding Solutions: Law and other Advocacy Efforts 
 Anti-Hazelwood statutes provide a promising avenue for establishing clear and robust 
legal standards controlling the rights of college student journalists.  Although no current 
statute specifically addresses funding of student media or regulates how administrators may 
communicate requests for publication of specific content items, state legislatures have the 
capacity to create specific laws that address common censorship practices, as identified in 
this study.  Advocates should push for future anti-Hazelwood statutes to address potential 
subtle pressures on content, such as administrative requests (even when they fall short of 
demands) not to publish content, administrative communication of disapproval, requests to 
publish specific items, and administrative contact both before and after publication.  
Legislative efforts need not necessarily fully proscribe these practices (since, as discussed, 
they may not always create pressures on student journalists), but might provide guidance to 
administrators regarding communicating with college newspaper staffs without putting 
pressure on student journalists.  Legislative efforts may also establish an upper limit on 
subtle forms of censorship by, for example, instituting a reasonable man standard that 
proscribes subtle pressures that would deter a reasonable student journalist from pursuing a 
                                                
25 In fact, independent samples t-tests comparing the prevalence of various censorship practices among those 
editors at newspapers in states with anti-Hazelwood laws and those at newspapers in states without such laws 
indicated that those in states with statutory protections experience administrative requests not to publish specific 
content items or report on issues with greater frequency than those in states without statutory protections, at a 
level that approached statistical significance, t(186) = 1.931, p = .055. 
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story—even in cases where the student journalist had not yet begun the protected activity of 
writing or disseminating the content, as would be required for a First Amendment retaliation 
claim under current law.  Future statutes should also clearly establish that funding cuts, 
disciplinary actions, scholarship cuts, and employment actions against advisers are violative. 
 Additionally, advocates should encourage future anti-Hazelwood laws that avoid 
relying on the First Amendment as a conduit for the right to expression, and should instead 
establish a secondary, statutory right to free press.  This has two benefits: First, it avoids the 
issue that reliance on the First Amendment to provide definition to anti-Hazelwood statutes, 
as some current statutes do, risks importing the complex nature of current First Amendment 
jurisprudence into the interpretation of the statute.26  Second, it allows legislatures to provide 
statutory protections for wider swathes of expressive activity than that which is currently 
clearly protected by the First Amendment.  For example, legislatures could use such statutes 
to protect general newsgathering activity, which currently enjoys a questionable level of 
protection under the First Amendment.  
 Anti-Hazelwood laws have the additional benefit of creating a clear standard for 
regulation of college newspapers, free from the legal “what-ifs” of current case law.  In states 
with such statutes, there is no need to dig through state and federal jurisprudence to 
determine whether and to what extent courts in one’s jurisdiction have applied Hazelwood 
and Tinker in the college newspaper context, there is no need to look to newspaper 
organizational characteristics to determine if it is “school-sponsored,” and there is no need to 
                                                
26 For example, given that “lewd” speech in the educational setting is of questionable protection under the First 
Amendment, see Bethel Sch. Dist. v. Fraser, 478 U.S. 675 (1986), is “lewd” content in a student publication 
protected under an anti-Hazelwood statute that references the First Amendment to identify that activity which is 
statutorily protected?  
   
 115 
look to policies or practices to determine if the publication is an “open forum.”  Anti-
Hazelwood statutes answer all of those questions in a statute that is in one place and 
generally less than five pages long.  In other words, statutory law may be more accessible to 
editors and administrators, who usually lack formal legal training. 
 Survey results indicated that newspapers at institutions with formal policies 
addressing newspaper editorial freedom may experience some administrative censorship 
practices more prevalently than those at institutions without such policies. Given this, 
advocates should review institutional policies to ensure they endorse, rather than restrict, 
editorial freedom of student newspapers.  Any institutions with restrictive policies should be 
encouraged to amend their policies to allow editorial freedom.  Additionally, advocates 
should focus on encouraging those institutions with permissive policies to follow through by 
abstaining from censorship practices such as those discussed in this thesis.  In other words, 
advocates should work to ensure that policies go beyond mere words and into action. 
 Silencing of young people is a cultural problem in addition to a legal one, however, 
and therefore a solution to administrative censorship of college newspapers is best addressed 
not only through legal avenues, but also via cultural solutions.  This is demonstrated by the 
fact that the prevalence of experiences with censorship did not significantly change based 
upon understanding of the law, or based upon existence of anti-Hazelwood statutes.  Thus, 
advocates should look to non-legal avenues to address censorship.  For example, encouraging 
better communication and respectful working relationships between editors and 
administrators, or helping administrators or other actors (such as the student body) 
understand the role and obligations of the student press may help reduce administrative 
censorship.  Given the amount of disagreement between editors and administrators regarding 
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the prevalence of administrative censorship practices, another non-legal solution might be 
efforts to raise awareness among administrators about how their actions are perceived as 
censoring by editors.  Additionally, while one of the goals of this thesis was to examine 
whether legal solutions adequately combat administrative censorship of college newspapers, 
future research should examine the efficacy of non-legal solutions. 
 Because understanding of student press law did not significantly correlate with 
prevalence of experience with censorship practices, efforts to educate student newspaper 
editors and college administrators should not be a priority for student press advocates.  
Instead, advocates should focus on encouraging more state legislatures to establish clear and 
specific anti-Hazelwood statutes and on exploring potential non-legal solutions for 
discouraging censorship. 
    
Limitations 
 One limitation of this study is the small population size of flagship newspapers at 
public, bachelor’s degree-granting colleges in the United States (532).  Because the 
population size is so small, a higher response rate is needed in order to achieve satisfactory 
confidence levels and  less sampling error.  While the response rate among college 
newspaper editors was high enough to mitigate most of this concern for the editor survey 
(with a 5.52% sampling error at a 95% confidence level), this creates a major limitation of 
this thesis regarding the administrator survey, which achieved a response rate of only 
14.098% (a 10.5% sampling error at 95% confidence).  Because of this low response rate, 
results from the administrator survey must be examined with caution.   
Additionally, this thesis is limited to flagship student newspapers, and does not 
explore the prevalence of experiences with censorship practices in other student media, such 
   
 117 
as yearbooks, magazines, alternative newspapers, websites, radio stations, or television 
programs.  This thesis also does not address censorship practices at public two-year colleges 
or at private colleges and universities.  Future research should examine whether similarly 
patterns can be found at such publications. 
Additionally, this study surveyed college newspaper editors and college 
administrators rather than newspaper business managers.  Thus, this study’s exploration of 
the effect of newspaper funding on censorship and compliance therewith is limited by 
respondents’ likely limited knowledge regarding specifics of publication budgets.  While this 
survey reveals from which sources college newspapers draw their funds, it does not explore 
the amount of funding from each source type.  As discussed earlier, future research should 
look to newspaper business managers for accurate accounts of amounts of funding from each 
source to determine whether amount of funding from various sources bears a relationship to 
experience with administrative censorship or compliance therewith. 
This thesis also does not explore “censorship by starvation,” a term that has been used 
to describe the practice by which administrators and others in positions of power effectively 
censor student newspapers by refusing to provide them with information they need to 
effectively report on pertinent issues (such as public records and interviews).  Further study 
is needed to explore the prevalence of this practice and compliance therewith. 
The results of this thesis are further limited by the method: The quantitative survey 
methods used for this research succeeded at providing a necessary broad view of the problem 
of censorship of college media and successfully provided that view.  However, follow-up 
study using qualitative methods, such as in-depth interviews with editors and administrators, 
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may help to provide nuance to the numbers, explaining context for the findings discussed 
herein.  
 
Conclusion 
 As mainstream media headlines bring the issue of censorship on college campuses 
into public awareness, advocates should take—and have been taking—advantage of this 
moment to encourage anti-censorship solutions, such as state statutes and legal education 
efforts, as discussed in Chapter One.  However, as advocates craft solutions, it is important to 
keep in mind an accurate view of the problem at hand so that solutions may be carefully 
tailored to the practical problem. 
 The purpose of this thesis was to assist in this careful crafting of solutions by 
mapping the landscape of administrative censorship of the college student press, thereby 
providing an accurate problem definition to which advocates may respond.  To properly 
identify the problem of censorship of the college press, this thesis had four goals: First, this 
thesis sought to identify the prevalence and types of censorship practices, especially 
administrative censorship practices, used against the college press.  Results indicate that 
administrative censorship is a widely-experienced, but acute, problem among college 
newspapers at public, bachelor’s degree-granting institutions in the United States, with 60% 
reporting at least one instance of administrative censorship during the last year.  Second, this 
thesis sought to identify the prevalence of compliance with censorship practices.  Results 
indicate that a substantial minority of college newspapers who have experienced 
administrative censorship in the last year have also complied.  Third, this thesis aimed to 
examine the extent to which college newspaper editors and college administrators agree or 
disagree about the prevalence of administrative censorship practices and compliance 
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therewith.  Comparison between results from the editor and administrator surveys indicate 
that editors and administrators vastly disagree about the frequency of censorship.  Fourth, 
this thesis sought to explore the effect of personal, organizational, and institutional 
characteristics on the prevalence of censorship practices and compliance therewith.  The 
surveys did not indicate any characteristic with widespread effect on prevalence of 
censorship or compliance.  However, the editor survey indicated that editor legal knowledge, 
presence of an advisory board, existence of an institutional policy regarding newspaper 
editorial freedom, institutional enrollment, and region have some effect on prevalence of 
censorship and compliance.  To close, this thesis had a fifth goal: To identify ways in which 
current law (both jurisprudential and statutory) address the on-the-ground reality of college 
press censorship, as discovered through the first four goals. 
 The results of this study paint a startling picture of the landscape of administrative 
college press censorship today, with a majority of editors reporting at least one instance of 
administrative censorship in the past year, and substantial minorities reporting compliance 
with these censorship practices.  The topics that editors believe their administrators 
disapprove of them covering—with administrative decisions, personnel issues, and Title IX 
and sexual assault topping the list—are disconcerting, especially in a moment in which 
public awareness of the need for governmental transparency and outcry about sexual assault 
seem to be at an all-time high. 
 Hopefully, this study is only the beginning of contemporary research on the 
prevalence of experiences with specific censorship practices in college newsrooms.  Future 
study should focus on providing a nuanced view of the issue of censorship of college 
newspapers, as well as looking at other types of student publications, such as yearbooks, 
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magazines, and radio stations.  It should continue to strive to identify characteristics that 
affect prevalence of censorship practices and compliance. 
 As advocates seize this moment of heightened public awareness of censorship on 
campus, they should continue to push for clarity in the law through clear and specific anti-
Hazelwood statutes.  These legal solutions should specifically address the problems identified 
in this thesis: subtle administrative pressures—such as through requests to discuss content 
before and after publication, requests not to publish content or report on issues, and threats to 
funding.  Legal solutions should also strive to be simple enough for those without formal 
legal training, including editors and administrators, to understand and apply.  In advocating 
or such statutes, statistics from this study can be used to substantiate the need for legislative 
intervention. 
This study indicates that legal protections alone may not be enough to fully insulate 
collegiate journalists against administrative censorship.  Thus, advocates should also turn to 
potential non-legal solutions in improving relations between newspapers and administrators, 
educating administrators about the goals and obligations of the student press, and ensuring 
student journalists have the proper tools to self-advocate.  Through a combination of 
increased awareness of an accurate view of censorship of the student press, further 
establishment of more clear, robust, and specific legal protections, as well as non-legal 
solutions, advocates have the potential to address the landscape of administrative censorship 
of the student press as it exists today. 
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APPENDIX A: EDITOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
This questionnaire is designed to help researchers better understand how college newspaper 
editors experience and react to pressures on content.  To do that, you will be asked a series of 
questions about the characteristics of your publication, your experiences as editor, and your 
familiarity with certain information.  First, we would like to ask you some basic questions 
about the publication you edit. Please select the answer that best applies to your publication. 
In some cases, you will be asked to check all that apply. 
 
In what state is your college located? 
m Alabama (1) 
m Alaska (2) 
m Arizona (3) 
m Arkansas (4) 
m California (5) 
m Colorado (6) 
m Connecticut (7) 
m Delaware (8) 
m Florida (9) 
m Georgia (10) 
m Hawaii (11) 
m Idaho (12) 
m Illinois (13) 
m Indiana (14) 
m Iowa (15) 
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m Kansas (16) 
m Kentucky (17) 
m Louisiana (18) 
m Maine (19) 
m Maryland (20) 
m Massachusetts (21) 
m Michigan (22) 
m Minnesota (23) 
m Mississippi (24) 
m Missouri (25) 
m Montana (26) 
m Nebraska (27) 
m Nevada (28) 
m New Hampshire (29) 
m New Jersey (30) 
m New Mexico (31) 
m New York (32) 
m North Carolina (33) 
m North Dakota (34) 
m Ohio (35) 
m Oklahoma (36) 
m Oregon (37) 
m Pennsylvania (38) 
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m Rhode Island (39) 
m South Carolina (40) 
m South Dakota (41) 
m Tennessee (42) 
m Texas (43) 
m Utah (44) 
m Vermont (45) 
m Virginia (46) 
m Washington (47) 
m West Virginia (48) 
m Wisconsin (49) 
m Wyoming (50) 
 
Does your publication have an adviser? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Does your publication have an advisory board? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
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Is any student member of your publication's staff paid? Check all that apply. 
q Editor/Editor in Chief (1) 
q Managing editor (2) 
q Section editor(s) (3) 
q Photographer(s) (4) 
q Staff writer(s) (5) 
q Copy chief (6) 
q Copy editor(s) (7) 
q Advertising manager (8) 
q Other (9) ____________________ 
q No student staff member is paid. (10) 
 
How does your publication publish? Please check all that apply. 
q Online (1) 
q In print (2) 
q Other (3) ____________________ 
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The next set of questions will ask for a little more detail about the characteristics of the 
publication you edit. 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
What is the employment status of your adviser? 
m Full-time faculty member (tenure/tenure track) (1) 
m Part-time faculty member (tenure/tenure track) (2) 
m Adjunct faculty member (3) 
m College/university staff member (paid by college) (4) 
m College/university contractor (paid by college) (5) 
m Newspaper employee (paid by newspaper) (6) 
m Newspaper contractor (paid by newspaper) (7) 
m Other (8) ____________________ 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an advisory board? Yes Is Selected 
What types of members are included on your advisory board? Please check all that apply. 
q College/university administrator(s) (1) 
q Full-time faculty member(s) (tenure/tenure track) (2) 
q Part-time faculty member(s) (tenure/tenure track) (3) 
q Adjunct faculty member(s) (4) 
q College/university staff member(s) (5) 
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q Local journalist(s) (6) 
q Community member(s) (aside from local journalists) (7) 
q Publication student staff member(s) (8) 
q Student government member(s) (9) 
q Alumni (10) 
q At large student(s) (12) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
 
Display This Question: 
If How does your publication publish? Please check all that apply. Online Is Selected 
How often does your publication publish online? 
m 1-2  days per semester (1) 
m Monthly (2) 
m 2-3 days per month (3) 
m Weekly (4) 
m 2-3 days per week (5) 
m 4-7 days per week (6) 
 
Display This Question: 
If How does your publication publish? Please check all that apply. In print Is Selected 
How often does your publication publish in print? 
m 1-2 days per semester (1) 
m Monthly (2) 
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m 2-3 days per month (3) 
m Weekly (4) 
m 2-3 days per week (5) 
m 4-7 days per week (6) 
 
Who makes hiring decisions about your newspaper editor? Please check all that apply. 
q Advisory board member(s) (1) 
q Publication adviser(s) (2) 
q College administrator(s) (3) 
q College faculty/staff member(s) (4) 
q Previous editorial staff member(s) (5) 
q Student government member(s) (7) 
q Other (6) ____________________ 
 
Who makes the final hiring decision about your newspaper editor? 
m Advisory board member(s) (1) 
m Publication adviser(s) (2) 
m College administrator(s) (3) 
m College faculty/staff member(s) (4) 
m Previous editorial staff member(s) (5) 
m Student government member(s) (7) 
m Other (6) ____________________ 
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Does your publication have a formal policy and/or a traditional practice that addresses issues 
of editorial independence? Check all that apply. 
q Policy (1) 
q Practice (2) 
q Neither policy nor practice (3) 
 
The next few questions will ask you about the financial situation at your publication. Please 
select the answer that best applies to your publication. Some questions will ask you to select 
all that apply. 
 
Where does your publication get the money to print and/or maintain its website? Please 
check all that apply. 
q Student government allocations/student activities fees (1) 
q Automatic student subscription fees (2) 
q Subscription sales (3) 
q Advertising revenue (4) 
q Departmental allocations (5) 
q Grants (6) 
q University allocations (7) 
q Publication endeavors (i.e., other services or products offered by the publication, such 
as design services, public relations services, etc.) (8) 
q Other (9) ____________________ 
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Display This Question: 
If Is any student member of your publication's staff paid, including editorial staff? Yes Is 
Selected 
Where does your publication get the money to pay student staff members who are paid? 
Please check all that apply. 
q Student government allocations/student activities fees (1) 
q Automatic student subscription fees (2) 
q Subscription sales (3) 
q Advertising revenue (4) 
q Departmental allocations (5) 
q Grants (6) 
q University allocations (7) 
q Publication endeavors (i.e., other services or products offered by the publication, such 
as design services, public relations services, etc.) (8) 
q University-granted scholarships (9) 
q Federal or state work-study programs (10) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
 
With this next set of questions, we want to learn about considerations related to content in 
your publication. 
 
What topics do you think are important for your publication to cover? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
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q Community news and events (2) 
q National and/or international news (3) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (4) 
q Campus crime (5) 
q Greek life (6) 
q Campus athletics (7) 
q College personnel issues (8) 
q Student government (9) 
q Administrative decisions (10) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
 
Do you think your college administration disapproves of your publication covering any of the 
following topics? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
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q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
q None/Not Applicable (13) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
Do you think your publication adviser disapproves of your publication covering any of the 
following topics? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
q None/Not Applicable (13) 
 
Display This Question: 
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If Does your publication have an advisory board? Yes Is Selected 
Do you think your publication advisory board disapproves of your publication covering any 
of the following topics? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
 
Do you think the local community disapproves of your publication covering any of the 
following topics? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
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q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
 
These next questions will help us understand your experience as editor. These questions will 
ask about whether you have experienced or heard about certain things happening within the 
last year. 
 
During the last year, have you or another member of your publication staff (not including 
your adviser) faced possible job dismissal because of a story you ran or considered running? 
m A staff member's job has been overtly threatened. (1) 
m A staff member has been strongly pressured related to job dismissal, but not overtly 
threatened. (2) 
m No, job dismissal has not been threatened or pressured. (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, has your publication adviser faced possible job dismissal because of a 
story you ran or considered running? 
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m The adviser's job has been overtly threatened. (1) 
m The adviser has been strongly pressured related to job dismissal, but not overtly 
threatened. (2) 
m No, job dismissal has not been threatened or pressured. (3) 
 
During the last year, has your publication faced possible funding cuts from your 
college/university because of a story you ran or considered running? 
m The publication's funding has been overtly threatened. (1) 
m The publication has been strongly pressured related to funding, but not overtly 
threatened. (2) 
m No, the publication's funding has not been threatened or pressured. (3) 
m Not applicable. My publication is self-funded. (4) 
 
During the last year, have you or another member of your publication staff faced possible 
scholarship cuts because of a story you ran or considered running? 
m A staff member's scholarship has been overtly threatened. (1) 
m A staff member has been strongly pressured related to scholarships, but not overtly 
threatened. (2) 
m No, staff members' scholarships have not been threatened or pressured. (3) 
 
During the last year, have you or another member of your publication staff (not including 
your publication adviser) faced possible disciplinary actions (e.g., suspension, fines) because 
of a story you ran or considered running? 
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m A staff member has been overtly threatened with disciplinary actions. (1) 
m A staff member has been strongly pressured related to disciplinary actions, but not 
overtly threatened. (2) 
m No, disciplinary actions have not been threatened or pressured. (3) 
 
The next few questions will help us understand more specifics about your experiences. They 
ask you to report how often, on a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is never and 5 is very often), you have 
had certain experiences in the last year. 
 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been specifically asked 
by a college administrator not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has a college administrator asked your publication to 
publish a specific content item (e.g., a press release or news article)? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
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m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been asked by your 
publication adviser not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an advisory board? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been asked by your 
publication advisory board not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
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If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often has your adviser read the content of your newspaper before 
publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often has a member of your staff been contacted by a college 
administrator to discuss a story before publication (not including responses to interview 
requests)? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often has a member of your staff been contacted by a college 
administrator to discuss a story after publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
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m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often has your publication not published a story because of beliefs 
that the college/university administration may not approve of the story? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often has your publication not published a story because of beliefs 
that your publication adviser may not approve of the story? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often has your publication not published a story because of beliefs 
that the local community may not approve of the story? 
   
 139 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often has your publication avoided covering a certain topic because 
of beliefs that the college administration would not approve of the topic? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often has your publication avoided covering a certain topic because 
of beliefs that your publication adviser would not approve of the topic? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
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During the last year, how often has your publication avoided covering a certain topic because 
of beliefs that the local community would not approve of the topic? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often have you and/or your staff discussed external pressures on 
content during staff meetings? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often have you and/or a member of your staff discussed external 
pressures on content with your publication adviser? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
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m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does your publication have an advisory board? Yes Is Selected 
During the last year, how often have you and/or a member of your staff discussed external 
pressures on content with your publication advisory board? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
The following questions will ask for a little more detail about the experiences you just 
shared. They ask you to report how often, on a scale of 1-5, you have had certain experiences 
over the last year. 
 
Display This Question: 
If During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been specifically asked 
by a... Never<br /> 1 Is Not Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has your publication complied with a request by 
college administration not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
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m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If During the last year, how often (if ever) has a college administrator asked your publication 
to p... Never<br /> 1 Is Not Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has your publication complied with a request by 
college administration to publish a specific news item? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been asked by your 
publicati... Never<br /> 1 Is Not Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has your publication complied with a request by 
your publication adviser not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
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m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If During the last year, how often (if ever) has a member of your staff been asked by your 
publicati... Never<br /> 1 Is Not Selected 
During the last year, how often (if ever) has your publication complied with a request by 
your publication advisory board not to publish a story or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
With these next questions, we are trying to find out what people  know about student press 
law. There will be a series of statements, and for each one, please choose whether you 
believe it is true, not true, or if you aren't sure.  It is important for you to choose “not sure” if 
you aren’t sure about the topic. We prefer that you don’t guess or look up answers. Actually,  
we expect there will be some topics that you aren’t sure about.  
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The First Amendment of the US Constitution protects the expression rights of student 
publications. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Student publications that are designated by policy or practice as open forums for student 
expression enjoy the most clear legal protection from administrative oversight. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Students generally retain their free expression rights at school. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
School administrators may sometimes legally regulate student publications that appear to be 
published by the school, at least in the K-12 setting. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
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Student journalists at public colleges generally cannot legally be punished for indecent 
expression in their publications. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If In what state is your college located? Maryland Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Illinois Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? North Dakota Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Oregon Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? California Is Selected 
${q://QID7/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} has a law that provides student publications with 
added protection against administrative regulation. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If In what state is your college located? Michigan Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Kentucky Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Ohio Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Tennessee Is Selected 
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The Federal Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which has jurisdiction 
over ${q://QID7/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, has determined that public college 
administrators may not regulate student publications that appear to be published by the 
college. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
We're almost done! This second to last set of questions will help us understand people’s 
familiarity and relationships with student press-related entities. 
 
Are you aware of any organizations or other entities that provide legal support and/or 
resources to college newspapers? Please list them. 
m No, I am not aware of any such organizations or entities. (2) 
m Yes, I am aware of one or more such organizations or entities: (3) 
____________________ 
 
Display This Question: 
If Are you aware of any organizations or other entities that provide legal support and/or 
resources to college newspapers? Please list them. Yes, I am aware of one or more such 
organizations or entities: Is Selected 
During the last year, how often have you accessed the websites of one or more organizations 
you listed above? 
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m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Are you aware of any organizations or other entities that provide legal support and/or 
resources to college newspapers? Please list them. Yes, I am aware of one or more such 
organizations or entities: Is Selected 
During the last year, how often have you considered directly contacting (such as via phone or 
email) one or more of the organizations you listed above to address a concern related to your 
publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If Are you aware of any organizations or other entities that provide legal support and/or 
resources to college newspapers? Please list them. Yes, I am aware of one or more such 
organizations or entities: Is Selected 
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   During the last year, how often have you actually directly contacted (such as via phone or 
email) one or more of the organizations you listed above to address a concern related to your 
publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often have you contacted alumni of your college to ask for advice 
on a concern related to your publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
This last set of questions will tell us a little bit about you. 
 
With which gender identity do you most identify? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Transgender male (3) 
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m Transgender female (4) 
m Gender variant/non-conforming (5) 
m Other (6) ____________________ 
 
With which ethnicity do you most identify? 
m Caucasian (1) 
m Black (2) 
m Latino/Hispanic (3) 
m Middle Eastern (4) 
m Asian/Pacific Islander (5) 
m Mixed (6) 
m Other (7) ____________________ 
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APPENDIX B: ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
This questionnaire is designed to help researchers better understand the relationship between 
college newspaper staffs and college administrations as it relates to newspaper content.  To 
do that, you will be asked a series of questions about the characteristics of the flagship 
student newspaper at your institution (i.e., not an alternative publication or yearbook, but the 
main newspaper on your campus), your experiences as an administrator, and your familiarity 
with certain information.  First, we would like to ask you some basic questions about the 
flagship student newspaper at your institution. Please select the answer that best applies to 
this publication, to the best of your knowledge. In some cases, you will be asked to check all 
that apply. 
 
In what state is your college located? 
m Alabama (1) 
m Alaska (2) 
m Arizona (3) 
m Arkansas (4) 
m California (5) 
m Colorado (6) 
m Connecticut (7) 
m Delaware (8) 
m Florida (9) 
m Georgia (10) 
m Hawaii (11) 
m Idaho (12) 
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m Illinois (13) 
m Indiana (14) 
m Iowa (15) 
m Kansas (16) 
m Kentucky (17) 
m Louisiana (18) 
m Maine (19) 
m Maryland (20) 
m Massachusetts (21) 
m Michigan (22) 
m Minnesota (23) 
m Mississippi (24) 
m Missouri (25) 
m Montana (26) 
m Nebraska (27) 
m Nevada (28) 
m New Hampshire (29) 
m New Jersey (30) 
m New Mexico (31) 
m New York (32) 
m North Carolina (33) 
m North Dakota (34) 
m Ohio (35) 
   
 152 
m Oklahoma (36) 
m Oregon (37) 
m Pennsylvania (38) 
m Rhode Island (39) 
m South Carolina (40) 
m South Dakota (41) 
m Tennessee (42) 
m Texas (43) 
m Utah (44) 
m Vermont (45) 
m Virginia (46) 
m Washington (47) 
m West Virginia (48) 
m Wisconsin (49) 
m Wyoming (50) 
 
Does the flagship newspaper at your institution have an adviser? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Does the flagship newspaper at your institution have an advisory board? 
m Yes (1) 
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m No (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Is any student member of the student staff at the flagship newspaper at your institution paid? 
Check all that apply. 
q Editor/Editor in Chief (1) 
q Managing editor (2) 
q Section editor(s) (3) 
q Photographer(s) (4) 
q Staff writer(s) (5) 
q Copy chief (6) 
q Copy editor(s) (7) 
q Advertising manager (8) 
q Other (9) ____________________ 
q No student staff member is paid. (10) 
q Not sure (11) 
 
How does the flagship newspaper at your institution publish? Please check all that apply. 
q Online (1) 
q In print (2) 
q Other (3) ____________________ 
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The next set of questions will ask for a little more detail about the characteristics of the 
flagship newspaper at your institution. 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does the flagship newspaper at your institution have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
What is the employment status of the adviser of the flagship newspaper at your institution? 
m Full-time faculty member (tenure/tenure track) (1) 
m Part-time faculty member (tenure/tenure track) (2) 
m Adjunct faculty member (3) 
m College/university staff member (paid by college) (4) 
m College/university contractor (paid by college) (5) 
m Newspaper employee (paid by newspaper) (6) 
m Newspaper contractor (paid by newspaper) (7) 
m Other (8) ____________________ 
m Not sure 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does the flagship newspaper at your institution have an advisory board? Yes Is Selected 
What types of members are included on the advisory board of the flagship newspaper at your 
institution? Please check all that apply. 
q College/university administrator(s) (1) 
q Full-time faculty member(s) (tenure/tenure track) (2) 
q Part-time faculty member(s) (tenure/tenure track) (3) 
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q Adjunct faculty member(s) (4) 
q College/university staff member(s) (5) 
q Local journalist(s) (6) 
q Community member(s) (aside from local journalists) (7) 
q Publication student staff member(s) (8) 
q Student government member(s) (9) 
q Alumni (10) 
q At large student(s) (12) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
 
Display This Question: 
If How does the flagship newspaper at your institution publish? Please check all that apply. 
Online Is Selected 
How often does the flagship newspaper at your institution publish online? 
m 1-2  days per semester (1) 
m Monthly (2) 
m 2-3 days per month (3) 
m Weekly (4) 
m 2-3 days per week (5) 
m 4-7 days per week (6) 
m Not sure 
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Display This Question: 
If How does the flagship newspaper at your institution publish? Please check all that apply. 
In print Is Selected 
How often does the flagship newspaper at your institution publish in print? 
m 1-2 days per semester (1) 
m Monthly (2) 
m 2-3 days per month (3) 
m Weekly (4) 
m 2-3 days per week (5) 
m 4-7 days per week (6) 
m Not sure 
 
Who makes hiring decisions about the editor of the flagship newspaper at your institution? 
Please check all that apply. 
q Advisory board member(s) (1) 
q Publication adviser(s) (2) 
q College administrator(s) (3) 
q College faculty/staff member(s) (4) 
q Previous editorial staff member(s) (5) 
q Student government member(s) (7) 
q Other (6) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
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Who makes the final hiring decision about the editor of the flagship newspaper at your 
institution? 
m Advisory board member(s) (1) 
m Publication adviser(s) (2) 
m College administrator(s) (3) 
m College faculty/staff member(s) (4) 
m Previous editorial staff member(s) (5) 
m Student government member(s) (7) 
m Other (6) ____________________ 
m Not sure 
 
Does your institution have a formal policy and/or a traditional practice that addresses the 
relationship between administration and the flagship student newspaper? Check all that 
apply. 
q Policy (1) 
q Practice (2) 
q Neither policy nor practice (3) 
q Not sure 
 
The next few questions will ask you about the financial situation of the flagship newspaper at 
your institution. Please select the answer that best applies to the flagship newspaper at your 
institution, to the best of your knowledge. Some questions will ask you to select all that 
apply. 
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Where does the flagship newspaper at your institution get the money to print and/or maintain 
its website? Please check all that apply. 
q Student government allocations/student activities fees (1) 
q Automatic student subscription fees (2) 
q Subscription sales (3) 
q Advertising revenue (4) 
q Departmental allocations (5) 
q Grants (6) 
q University allocations (7) 
q Publication endeavors (i.e., other services or products offered by the publication, such 
as design services, public relations services, etc.) (8) 
q Other (9) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
 
Display This Question: 
Is any student member of the student staff at the flagship newspaper at your institution paid? 
Check all that apply. Yes Is Selected 
Where does the flagship newspaper at your institution get the money to pay student staff 
members who are paid? Please check all that apply. 
q Student government allocations/student activities fees (1) 
q Automatic student subscription fees (2) 
q Subscription sales (3) 
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q Advertising revenue (4) 
q Departmental allocations (5) 
q Grants (6) 
q University allocations (7) 
q Publication endeavors (i.e., other services or products offered by the publication, such 
as design services, public relations services, etc.) (8) 
q University-granted scholarships (9) 
q Federal or state work-study programs (10) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
 
With this next set of questions, we want to learn about how you, as a campus administrator, 
think about content of the flagship newspaper at your institution. 
 
What topics do you think are important for the flagship newspaper at your institution to 
cover? Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q National and/or international news (3) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (4) 
q Campus crime (5) 
q Greek life (6) 
q Campus athletics (7) 
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q College personnel issues (8) 
q Student government (9) 
q Administrative decisions (10) 
q Other (11) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
 
Do you wish the flagship newspaper at your institution would avoid certain topics? Check all 
that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
q None/Not Applicable (13) 
q Not sure 
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Do disapprove of the flagship newspaper at your institution would covering certain topics? 
Check all that apply. 
q Campus events (1) 
q Community news and events (2) 
q Title IX and sexual assault (3) 
q Campus crime (4) 
q Greek life (5) 
q Campus athletics (6) 
q College personnel issues (7) 
q Student government (8) 
q Administrative decisions (9) 
q Sex (10) 
q Drugs (11) 
q Other (12) ____________________ 
q None/Not Applicable (13) 
q Not sure 
 
These next questions will help us understand your experience as a campus administrator, and 
they will help us to understand the relationship between the flagship student newspaper and 
the administration at your institution. They ask you to report how often, on a scale of 1-5 
(where 1 is never and 5 is very often), you or another administrative staff member at your 
institution has had certain experiences in the last year. 
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During the last year, how often (if ever) have you or another administrative staff member at 
your institution asked the flagship student newspaper at your institution not to publish a story 
or graphic, or not to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often (if ever) During the last year, how often (if ever) have you or 
another administrative staff member at your institution asked the flagship student newspaper 
at your institution to publish a specific content item (e.g., a press release or news article)? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often (if ever) have you or another administrative staff member at 
your institution asked the flagship student newspaper at your institution to discuss a story 
before publication (not including responses to interview requests)? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
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m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often (if ever) have you or another administrative staff member at 
your institution asked the flagship student newspaper at your institution to discuss a story 
after publication? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
During the last year, how often have you and/or another administrative staff member 
discussed the content of the flagship newspaper at your institution with other administrators 
or administrative staff members? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
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The following questions will ask for a little more detail about the experiences you just 
shared. They ask you to report how often, on a scale of 1-5, you have had certain experiences 
over the last year. 
 
Display This Question: 
If … 
During the last year, how often (if ever) have you observed the flagship newspaper at your 
institution complying with an administrative request not to publish a story or graphic, or not 
to report on an issue? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m Very often 5 (5) 
 
Display This Question: 
If … 
During the last year, how often (if ever) have you observed the flagship newspaper at your 
institution complying with an administrative request to publish a specific news item? 
m Never 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
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m Very often 5 (5) 
 
The next set of questions will help us understand how you and other administrative staff 
members manage the flagship student newspaper at your institution. The questions will ask 
about whether you have experienced or heard about certain things happening within the last 
year. Please answer questions to the best of your knowledge. 
 
During the last year, have you or another administrator considered dismissing a student staff 
member of the flagship newspaper at your institution from his/her position on the publication 
staff because of a story the publication ran or considered running (e.g., inappropriate 
content)? 
m Administrator(s) considered dismissing a student publication staff member from 
his/her position on the publication staff, and this consideration was communicated to the 
publication staff. (1) 
m Administrator(s) considered dismissing a student publication staff member from 
his/her position on the publication staff, but this consideration was not communicated to the 
publication staff. (2) 
m No, position dismissal of a student publication staff member was not considered. (3) 
m Not sure 
 
Display This Question: 
If Does the flagship student newspaper at your institution have an adviser? Yes Is Selected 
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During the last year, have you or another administrator considered removing the adviser of 
the flagship student newspaper from his/her position because of a story the publication ran or 
considered running (e.g., inappropriate content)? 
m Administrator(s) considered removing the publication adviser from his/her position 
on the publication staff, and this consideration was communicated to the publication staff 
and/or adviser. (1) 
m Administrator(s) considered removing the publication adviser from his/her position 
on the publication staff, but this consideration was not communicated to the publication staff 
and/or adviser. (2) 
m No, position removal of the publication adviser was not considered. (3) 
m Not sure 
 
During the last year, have you or another administrator considered reducing the funding of 
the flagship student newspaper because of a story the publication ran or considered running 
(e.g., inappropriate content)? 
m Administrator(s) considered reducing funding to the flagship student newspaper, and 
this consideration was communicated to the publication staff and/or adviser. (1) 
m Administrator(s) considered reducing the funding to the flagship student newspaper, 
but this consideration was not communicated to the publication staff and/or adviser. (2) 
m No, reducing the funding of the flagship student newspaper was not considered. (3) 
m Not sure 
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During the last year, have you or another administrator considered reducing the scholarship 
of a student staff member of the flagship newspaper at your institution because of a story the 
publication ran or considered running (e.g., inappropriate content)? 
m Administrator(s) considered reducing scholarship funding for a student publication 
staff member, and this consideration was communicated to one or more members of the 
publication staff and/or adviser. (1) 
m Administrator(s) considered reducing scholarship funding for a student publication 
staff member, but this consideration was not communicated to one or more members of the 
publication staff and/or adviser. (2) 
m No, reducing scholarship funding for a student publication staff member was not 
considered. (3) 
m Not sure 
 
During the last year, have you or another administrator considered traditionally disciplining 
(e.g. via suspension, expulsion, etc.) a student staff member of the flagship newspaper at 
your institution because of a story the publication ran or considered running (e.g., 
inappropriate content)? 
m Administrator(s) considered disciplining a student publication staff member, and this 
consideration was communicated to one or more members of the publication staff and/or 
adviser. (1) 
m Administrator(s) considered disciplining a student publication staff member, but this 
consideration was not communicated to one or more members the publication staff and/or 
adviser. (2) 
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m No, discipline of a student publication staff member was not considered. (3) 
m Not sure 
 
 
With these next questions, we are trying to find out what college administrators know about 
student press law. There will be a series of statements, and for each one, please choose 
whether you believe it is true, not true, or if you aren't sure. It is important for you to choose 
“not sure” if you aren’t sure about the topic. We prefer that you don’t guess or look up 
answers. Actually, we expect there will be some topics that you aren’t sure about.  
 
The First Amendment of the US Constitution protects the expression rights of student 
publications. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Student publications that are designated by policy or practice as open forums for student 
expression enjoy the most clear legal protection from administrative oversight. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Students generally retain their free expression rights at school. 
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m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
School administrators may sometimes legally regulate student publications that appear to be 
published by the school, at least in the K-12 setting. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Student journalists at public colleges generally cannot legally be punished for indecent 
expression in their publications. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If In what state is your college located? Maryland Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Illinois Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? North Dakota Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Oregon Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? California Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Rhode Island Is Selected 
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Or In what state is your college located? Nevada Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Vermont Is Selected 
${q://QID7/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} has a law that provides student publications with 
added protection against administrative regulation. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Display This Question: 
If In what state is your college located? Michigan Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Kentucky Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Ohio Is Selected 
Or In what state is your college located? Tennessee Is Selected 
The Federal Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which has jurisdiction 
over ${q://QID7/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}, has determined that public college 
administrators may not regulate student publications that appear to be published by the 
college. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
I have taken a class on law. 
m True (1) 
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m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
I have taken a class that discussed student press law. 
m True (1) 
m Not true (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
We’re almost done! This last set of questions will tell us a little bit about you. 
 
With which gender identity do you most identify? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Transgender male (3) 
m Transgender female (4) 
m Gender variant/non-conforming (5) 
m Other (6) ____________________ 
 
With which ethnicity do you most identify? 
m Caucasian (1) 
m Black (2) 
m Latino/Hispanic (3) 
m Middle Eastern (4) 
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m Asian/Pacific Islander (5) 
m Mixed (6) 
m Other (7) ____________________ 
 
Which of the following degrees have you earned? 
q Bachelor’s 
q Master’s 
q MBA 
q JD 
q Ph.D. 
q Ed.D. 
q Other __________________ 
 
In which subject is your highest degree? 
_____________________________ 
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